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DAVID E. MASTAGNI, ESQ. (SBN 204244) 
TAYLOR DAVIES-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. (SBN 327673) 
MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT 
A Professional Corporation 
1912 “I” Street 
Sacramento, California 95811 
Telephone: (916) 446-4692 
Facsimile: (916) 447-4614 
 
Attorneys for Petitioners 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLACER 
 
 

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ 
ASSOCIATION and NOAH FREDERITO, 
 
  Petitioners, 
 vs. 
 
COUNTY OF PLACER, 
 
            Respondent. 
_____________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
 
AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR 
WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT 
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 
 
 
 
[Code Civil Proc. §1085] 
[California Election Code § 9125] 
 

 Petitioners PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION and NOAH 

FREDERITO (collectively referred to as “Petitioners”) allege the following: 

1. Petitioner PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION (“DSA”) is a non-

profit organization that was formed to support current and retired sworn members of the Placer 

County Sheriff’s Office. The DSA is the labor organization recognized by Placer County as the 

exclusively recognized employee organization and bargaining agent of employees in the 

classifications of Sheriff’s Deputies. The DSA has over 250 active members. The DSA’s 

representation of its members includes enforcement of their legal rights and obligations. 

2. Petitioner NOAH FREDERITO (“Frederito”) is, and at all times herein-mentioned was, 

employed by Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER in the capacity of Deputy Sheriff. Petitioner 

Frederito has been employed by the County of Placer as a Deputy Sheriff since 2013 to the present. 

He has been the President of the DSA since 2018.  
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3. Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER (“County”) is, and at all times relevant to this action 

was a political subdivision, a public agency, corporate and public, organized and existing under 

the Laws of the State of California and the Charter of the County of Placer. The County is, and at 

all times herein mentioned was, a public agency within the meaning of Government Code section 

3501(c), subject to the provisions of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (“MMBA”), and is obligated 

to comply with the laws of the State of California and the United States and California Constitution. 

The County has, and at all time herein mentioned had, a clear, present, and ministerial duty to 

comply with the California Elections Code. 

4. California Elections Code section 9125 provides:  

No ordinance proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the 
board of supervisors without submission to the voters or adopted by 
the voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people, 
unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance. In all 
other respects, an ordinance proposed by initiative petition and 
adopted shall have the same force and effect as any ordinance adopted 
by the board of supervisors. 
 

A Brief History of County Code § 3.12.040 (Measure F) 

5. Placer County voters passed Measure F in 1977, and its terms were codified in Placer 

County Code (“County Code”) section 3.12.040 “Salaries—Placer County sheriff’s ordinance 

initiative.” Immediately prior to the County’s September 28, 2021 repeal of section 3.12.040, it 

stated as follows:  

A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine 
 the existing maximum salaries for the Nevada County 
 sheriff’s office, El Dorado County sheriff’s office, and 
 Sacramento County sheriff’s office for each class of 
 position employed by said agencies. 
 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each 
 year thereafter the board of supervisors shall, during the 
 month of January, determine the average salary for each 
 class of position as set forth herein, and beginning the first 
 period following January shall fix the average salary for 
 each class of position in the Placer County sheriff’s office at 
 a level equal to the average of the salaries for the 
 comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff’s office, 
 El Dorado County sheriff’s office and the Sacramento 
 County sheriff’s office. 
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C. As used herein the term “comparable class of position” shall 
 mean a group of positions substantially similar with respect 
 to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the 
 following positions as guidelines: 

 
1. Corporal, sergeant, deputy. 
 

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any 
 otherwise conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries 
 of county employees or officers who are not elected by 
 popular vote.  
 

6. Measure F requires the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) to annually determine the 

maximum salaries for corporals, sergeants, and deputies in Nevada, El Dorado, and Sacramento 

County Sheriff’s offices. The Board must “determine the average salary of each class of position” 

and “shall fix the average salary for each class of positions in the Placer County sheriff’s office at 

a level equal to the average salaries in the comparable positions” in those counties.  

7. In 1980, voters established the Placer County Charter by adopting Measure K, which is 

also codified in the County Code. County Code section 302(b) provides: 

 The Board shall: 

(b) Provide, by ordinance, for the number of assistants, deputies, 
clerks, and other persons to be employed from time to time in the 
several offices and institutions of the county, and for their 
compensation. 
 

8. County Code section 603 provides: 
 

All laws of the county in effect at the effective date of this Charter 
shall continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary to the 
provisions of this Charter, or until repealed or modified pursuant to 
the authority of this Charter or the general law. 
 

9. Since the adoption of the Placer County Charter and prior to the County’s contract 

negotiations with Petitioner in 2020, the County has consistently construed Measure F’s salary 

setting provisions as harmonious with the County Charter’s general grant of authority to provide 

for compensation. During this period, the County deemed Measure F in full force and effect as 

recognized by section 603.   

/// 
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10. Prior to 2020, the County consistently represented to representatives of the DSA that 

Measure F was binding on the County and that the County could not negotiate base salaries that 

deviated from Measure F, even when both parties desired to do so.   

11. County officials made similar representations to the public.   

12. In the early 2000s, the County and DSA agreed that salaries exceeding Measure F would 

help stem recruitment and retention concerns. In 2002, both the County and DSA wanted to 

negotiate a base salary that deviated from the Measure F formula. However, the County’s 

representatives informed the DSA that Measure F formula set the base salary.  As a result of the 

then mutual desire to eliminate Measure F, the County agreed to place “Measure R” on the ballot 

seeking to repeal Measure F. (Exhibit A – Measure R.) Measure R stated: “Shall Placer County 

Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.12.040 (also known as Measure F) be amended to remove that section 

in its entirety, thereby repealing that provision which requires the Placer County Sheriff Deputy 

salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento County and 

El Dorado County?” (Ibid.) Measure R did not pass. A true and correct copy of the Measure R 

election materials and results is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

13. In 2003, the then County CEO wrote an editorial wherein he unequivocally explained to 

the public that Measure F remained in full force and effect unless and until modified or repealed 

by the voters.  He also explained that Measure F operated to set base salaries for most DSA 

members.  In the Gold Media Article, he wrote “The public may not be aware that the county 

must adhere to the voter-approved Proposition F measure that sets salaries… The county is unable 

to change the Proposition F formula. Only the voters of Placer County can do that.” A true and 

correct copy of this article is attached hereto as Exhibit B.   

14. In 2006, the County again attempted to repeal Measure F by placing “Measure A” on the 

ballot, which admitted that Measure F remained in full force and effect so that “salaries are fixed 

according to a formula using the average salaries of similar positions in designated counties.” 

County Counsel, Anthony La Bouff stated, “A “NO” vote on this Measure is a vote to retain the 

existing ordinance.” Measure A did not pass. A true and correct copy of the Resolution placing 

Measure A on the ballot and the Measure A election results is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 
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15. Petitioner is informed and believes and therefore alleges that the voters retained Measure 

F, at least in part, to ensure that DSA members’ base salary remains comparable to the salaries of 

deputies in the surrounding counties while reducing to likelihood of labor disputes between the 

County and DSA. 

16. After the 2006 election results, the DSA accepted the judgement of the voters. 

17. The DSA and County subsequently negotiated labor contracts that incorporated the 

Measure F formula for base pay and also increased total compensation to remain competitive in 

the labor market.  The parties agreed upon numerous incentive, education, and assignment pays, 

as well as a benefits package, so that base salaries only represented about half of the DSA 

compensation package. 

18. After 2006, Measure F also ensured that DSA members’ base salaries remained during 

periods where the parties remained out of contract, preventing an exodus of experienced deputies 

that might have otherwise occurred.         

19. The County has affirmed Measure F multiple times through the adoption and modifications 

of section 3.12.040. 

20. As recently as January 12, 2021, the Board adopted an Ordinance amending Placer County 

Code section 3.12.040 to exclude certain managers and affirming the application of Measure F to 

DSA members. (Exhibit D – Ordinance 6060-B.)  Ordinance 6060-B adopted the same language 

in Measure F requiring the Board to set deputies’ salaries at amounts equal to the average of the 

comparator agencies.  A true and correct copy of Ordinance 6060-B is attached hereto as Exhibit 

D. 

21. For over 40 years, the DSA and the County have adhered to the Measure F formula.  

22. Petitioner is informed and believes and therefore alleges that the County’s newly asserted 

contention that Measure F has been invalid since 1980 was contrived to politically justify the 

County’s repeal of Measure F without submitting the repeal to the voters. 

23. Petitioner is further informed and believes and therefore alleges that the County 

circumvented the voters in repealing Measure F because a repeal vote is likely to be rejected by 

the voters again. 

PA 187



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 6 Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT          Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
 

 

 

 
 
 

24. The County annually adjusts the salaries of the Board of Supervisors using the same 

formula as Measure F.    

Contract Negotiations and Impasse 

25. The DSA and the County were parties to a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) that 

expired June 30, 2018. The DSA and the County had incorporated the requirements of Measure F 

into this MOU. 

26. On November 30, 2018, the parties entered into an extension of the MOU, until 

negotiations over a successor MOU had concluded. 

27. As a result, the parties began negotiations over a new MOU on May 24, 2019.  

28. Prior to impasse, the County made salary proposals which would maintain Measure F and 

section 3.12.040.  

29. Prior to declaring impasse on August 27, 2020, the County had never proposed eliminating 

Measure F. 

30. Prior to declaring impasse on August 27, 2020, no County representative had ever asserted 

that Measure F was invalid or unenforceable.  

31. Throughout negotiations, DSA representatives objected that the County’s salary proposal 

violated Measure F, and thus was unlawful. 

32. Prior to December 2020, the County’s representatives expressed a newly raised contention 

that Measure F set minimum salaries, but that the County could propose salaries that exceeded 

Measure F’s formula. These representations directly conflicted with the County’ representations 

regarding Measure in prior rounds of bargaining.  

33. On July 21, 2020, the County provided the DSA with a Last, Best, and Final Offer 

(“LBFO”). The County’s last, best final offer included raises that temporarily exceeded the salary 

formula by seven percent (7%). The proposal would effectively freeze any salary adjustment for 

DSA members until the Measure F salary determination had increased at least seven percent.  

34. On August 27, 2020, the County declared impasse. 

/// 

/// 
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35. The DSA requested factfinding impasse procedures pursuant to MMBA section 3505.4, 

and the Public Employment Relations Board (“PERB”) accepted the DSA’s request on October 27, 

2020.  

36. The County objected to participating in fact-finding and attempted to undo its declaration 

of impasse.  Over these objections, PERB ordered the County to participate in fact-finding. 

37. Catherine Harris was selected as the Chairperson of the factfinding panel; DSA selected 

Jason Farren as its panelist; and the County selected Jane Christenson as its panelist.  

38. On September 12, 2020, after declaring impasse, the County published a public document 

on its website entitled “Questions and Answers about Contract Negotiations” (“September Q&A”). 

(Exhibit E – Q&A.) The September Q&A admitted the validity and enforceability of Measure F. 

39. However, the County asserted its new interpretation of Measure F as only establishing the 

“minimum salary of various law enforcement positions,” and claimed that “[t]he voters have also 

given the Board of Supervisors the authority to negotiate higher salaries.” A true and correct copy 

of the public document is attached hereto as Exhibit E. 

40. The County’s admissions and public representation of the September Q&A are 

irreconcilable with the County’s even newer contention that Measure F has been invalid since 1980.  

41. Prior to this round of bargaining, the County had maintained that Measure F set deputies’ 

salaries, and that the County did not have discretion to offer salaries that deviated from the Measure 

F formula.  

42. On September 24, 2020, the DSA filed an unfair practice charge (“UPC”) with PERB 

alleging the County acted in bad faith by insisting to impasse over a number of illegal proposals, 

including a salary proposal which violated Measure F.  

43. On December 26, 2020, the County filed a position statement in response to the allegations 

in the UPC, including the allegation that the County’s salary proposal was unlawful. 

44. For the first time in writing, the County’s position statement claimed Measure F was 

“unconstitutional” and that it has been “void” under its Charter for 40 years.   

45. The County raised these new legal assertions with PERB despite have twice unsuccessfully 

asked the voters to repeal Measure F.  The assertions in the position statement also directly 

PA 189



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 8 Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT          Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
 

 

 

 
 
 

conflict with the County’s prior representations to the DSA and the public, as reflected in the 

September Q&A.  

46. Petitioner is informed and believes and therefore alleges that the County concocted its 

assertion that Measure F was invalidated in 1980 in order to justify its unlawful bargaining 

practices.  Petitioner is further informed and believes and therefore alleges that the County 

unilaterally repealed section 3.12.040 without submitting the issue to the voters or seeking a 

judicial determination in order to bolster its defense of the DSA’s ULP.   

47. On December 8, 2020, the County presented the DSA with a new package proposal. As 

part of that proposal, the County proposed to completely disregard section 3.12.040 and instead 

provide arbitrary fixed wage increase amounts for three years. This December 8 proposal was the 

first proposal submitted by the County had completely disregarded Measure F, as the LBFO would 

have only temporarily set salaries seven percent (7%) above Measure F.  The proposal was silent 

as to the repeal of Measure F.  

48. Despite its understanding that the DSA desired to continue adhering to the voter enacted 

formula of Measure F, the County proposed fixed wage increases that exceeded Measure F in 2021 

and exceed the historical average of Measure F in 2022 and 2023.  

49. Petitioners are informed and believe and therefore allege that the County proposed salary 

increases intended to exceed Measure F to induce the DSA to collaborate with the County in 

eliminating Measure F and section 3.12.040 without submitting the repeal to the voters. 

50. Petitioners are informed and believe and therefore allege that the County offered these 

higher salary increases to induce the DSA to support the unilateral repeal of Measure F and thereby 

avoid judicial review of the County’s actions. 

51. The County successfully induced the Law Enforcement Managers Association to agree to 

a contract extension with salaries that will almost certainly exceed Measure F over a three (3) year 

period. Section 3.12.040 was amended in January of 2021 to reflect the removal of members of 

the Law Enforcement Managers Association. 

52. In response to the December 8, 2020 package proposal from the County, the DSA’s 

bargaining team informed the County that it would agree to the majority of its package proposal if 
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the County would replace its wage proposal with continued adherence to Measure F, which almost 

certainly would result in a lower salary increases than the County’s proposal. The DSA also 

requested modifications to the County’s longevity proposal and Tahoe residency proposal. 

53. On January 6, 2021, the County informed the DSA that its counter-offer had been rejected 

by the Board of Supervisors.   

54. On February 11, 2021, the County sent the DSA “Notice” that it intended to unilaterally 

repeal Measure F, despite Measure F being a voter enacted ordinance and the subject of both the 

unfair labor practice and the factfinding. 

55. Despite the evolving and ever-changing legal positions of the County regarding the validity 

of Measure F, the County asserted that the unenforceability of Measure since 1980 was an open 

and shut determination. 

56. The County never sought any superior court adjudication of the dispute over the validity 

of Measure F, instead it unilaterally declared it unconstitutional.  

57.  On March 15, the County made another proposal to repeal Measure F outside of the 

factfinding process.  

Factfinding Proceedings and Recommendations 

58. From March 8 to March 9, 2021, the DSA and County participated in factfinding 

proceedings. 

59. Directly following the factfinding hearing, the DSA and the County agreed to submit the 

dispute over the repeal of Measure F to the factfinding panel, and the factfinding panel agreed to 

issue a finding regarding whether the County could repeal Measure F. A true and correct copy of 

that correspondence is attached hereto as Exhibit F.  

60. Throughout April, May, and June of 2021, the panel held confidential deliberation meetings 

to discuss the factfinding hearing. 

61. On August 25, 2021, the factfinding panel issued its final factfinding report. The report 

recommended that the parties keep the Measure F formula in place for this contract cycle and 

jointly submit the issue to the voters. (Exhibit G – Factfinding Report, at pp. 25-26.) A true and 

correct copy of the factfinding report is attached hereto as Exhibit G.  
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62. In analyzing the County’s argument that Measure F is unconstitutional, the factfinding 

report reasons: “County Code Section 3.12.040 and the negotiated agreements have coexisted for 

a period of 44 years in harmony as both the local ordinance and successive MOUs have contained 

the identical base salary formula. Under these circumstances, it is doubtful that any court would 

conclude that [authority cited by County] compels the conclusion that County Code Section 

3.12.040 is unconstitutional.” (Id. at p. 21:6-10.)  

63. The report cast doubt upon the County’s legal arguments against Measure F and for that 

reason recommended that the parties contractually agree to use the Measure F formula for 

determining base salary for the next 5 years and “place[] resolution of the Measure F issue in the 

hands of the voters.” (Id. at pp. 19: 19; 26:15-16.) 

The County’s Repeal of Measure F 

64. On September 14, 2021, the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing over its proposals 

to repeal Measure F and impose salary amounts exceeding Measure F’s mandates. The members 

of the public who spoke at the hearing overwhelmingly asked the Board to respect the will of the 

voters as reflected in Measure F and objected to the County circumventing the initiative process. 

65. On September 28, 2021, after the public hearing, the Board ignored the recommendations 

of the factfinding panel and adopted Resolution No. 2021-301, which imposed the terms of its 

December 8 offer and eliminated Measure F by repealing section 3.12.040.  The imposed salary 

terms exceed and violate Measure F. 

66.  On September 28, 2021, the Board of Supervisors also adopted Resolution 6105-B, which 

increased the salaries of deputies and sergeants by 1.09% and 1.41%, respectively, above the 

amount set by Measure F in February of 2021. A true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit 

H. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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67. On September 28, 2021, the Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B, which amended County 

Code § 3.12.040 to read: 

3.12.040 Salaries-All represented employees. 
Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California 
Constitution, Sections 302 and 604 of the Placer County Charter, 
adopted by the electorate on November 4, 1980, and California 
Government Code Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors 
shall negotiate and set compensation for all employees represented by 
PPEO, PCLEMA, and DSA. (Exhibit I – 6104-B.)  
 

68. A true and correct copy of Ordinance 6104-B is attached hereto as Exhibit I.  

69. Ordinance 6104-B repealed the Measure F formula in section 3.12.040, stripping DSA 

members of the annual wage adjustments enacted by the voters.  

70. The Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B without placing the repeal of the voter-enacted 

Measure F on the ballot.  

71. These actions violated Elections Code section 9125, which dictates that “no ordinance 

proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the board of supervisors without submission 

to the voters or adopted by the voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the 

people, unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance.”  

72. To justify repealing Measure F without the requisite voter approval, the County conjured 

an argument that Measure F violates the Charter, despite its decades of prior inconsistent 

statements and actions. The County’s new claim was set forth in the agenda provided to the public 

in advance of a September 14, 2021 Board meeting:  

The Charter vests authority over the compensation of employees and 
existing local laws in the Board of Supervisors. Since the adoption of 
the Charter was subsequent to the 1976 election, Measure F and 
§3.12.040 were legally superseded by the actions of the 1980 
electorate. At minimum, a salary formula that leaves no discretion to 
the Board in setting compensation for its employees is inconsistent 
with the Board’s broad jurisdiction and authority granted by the 
Charter to establish compensation for county employees. (Exhibit J – 
September 14, 2021 Agenda.) 
 

73. Moreover, Measure F only pertains to base salary, not total wages or overall compensation. 

/// 
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74. The compensation for members of the DSA has always been determined by the County 

Board of Supervisors.  Measure F has harmoniously co-existed with the County’s power to set 

the compensation of DSA members. 

75. The compensation of DSA members includes much more than base salary.  It includes 

incentive pays, assignment pays, education pays, longevity pays, employee and employer pension 

contribution amounts to CalPERS, pension benefits, flex medical benefits, paid leave, overtime 

and other similar pays and benefits.   

 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(§ 1085 Writ of Mandate) 
for Violation of Election Code § 9125 

 

76. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 92, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent. 

77. Petitioners are entitled to apply directly to this court for relief pursuant to Code Civil Proc. 

section 1085. 

78. No other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy exists. 

79. The United States and California Constitutions and Elections Code section 9125 create a 

clear, present, and ministerial duty under the law for Respondent to abide by Elections Code 

section 9125 in enacting relevant ordinances or legislation. Section 9125 states, in relevant part, 

“No ordinance proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the board of supervisors 

without submission to the voters or adopted by the voters shall be repealed or amended except by 

a vote of the people, unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance.”  

80. Petitioners have a clear, present and beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s 

duty to follow the law as outlined in the Elections Code. Petitioners have a clear, present and 

beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s duty to annually adjust salaries in accordance 

with Measure F, unless and until Measure F is amended or repealed by the voters. Respondent 

breached this duty by adopting Ordinance 6104-B and repealing the voter enacted Measure 

F/County Code section 3.12.040 without the required vote by the electorate.  

/// 
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(§ 1085 Writ of Mandate) 

for Violation of Placer County Code § 3.12.040  
 

81. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 92, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent. 

82. Petitioners are entitled to apply directly to this court for relief pursuant to Code Civil Proc. 

section 1085. 

83. No other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy exists. 

84. The United States and California Constitutions and Placer County Code section 3.12.040 

create a clear, present, and ministerial duty under the law for Respondent to “fix the average salary 

for each class of position in the Placer County sheriff’s office at a level equal to the average of the 

salaries for the comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff’s office, El Dorado County 

sheriff’s office and the Sacramento County sheriff’s office.” 

85. Petitioners have a clear, present and beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s 

duty to abide by Section 3.12.040 and set deputies salaries using the method it requires.    

86. Respondent breached this duty by failing to abide by Measure F/ section 3.12.040 in 

determining deputies’ salaries following the imposition of their December 8 offer on September 

14, 2021.  

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Relief) 

 
87. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 92, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent.  

88. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Petitioners and Respondent 

concerning the legality of Respondent’s repeal of the Measure F/ Section 3.12.040 formula without 

voter approval.   

89. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Petitioners and Respondent 

concerning the legality of Respondent’s imposition of a salary that deviated from the Measure F/ 

3.12.040 formula.  
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90. Since an ongoing and actual justiciable controversy exists between the parties as to their 

respective legal obligations/entitlement, it is necessary the Court intervene and resolve these 

disputes. 

91. Petitioners have no adequate available administrative remedy in which to avail itself in this 

manner.  

92. Petitioners are therefore entitled to a judicial declaration that Respondent’s action repealing 

Section 3.12.040 without voter approval violated Elections Code section 9125.  

93. Petitioners are also entitled to a judicial declaration that Respondent’s imposition of a 

salary that deviated from the Section 3.12.040 formula was illegal.  

 WHEREFORE, Petitioners pray for judgment as follows:  

1. For a Peremptory Writ of Mandate compelling Respondent to repeal and rescind 

Resolutions 6104-B and 6105-B. 

2. For a Peremptory Writ of Mandate compelling Respondent to restore and comply with the 

requirements of Section 3.12.040/ Measure F in setting salaries for employees of the Placer County 

Sheriff’s Office.  

3. For a declaratory judgment in favor of Petitioners finding that Respondent violated 

Elections Code section 9125 by repealing the voter enacted County Code section 3.12.040 and 

Measure F without submitting a repeal measure to the public. 

4. For a declaratory judgment in favor of Petitioners finding that Respondent has a legal duty 

to comply with Section 3.12.040 and Measure F in setting deputies’ salaries, unless and until, 

Section 3.12.040/Measure F is repealed or otherwise amended by the voters.  

5. For reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs including but not limited to those provided under 

Code of Civil Procedure section 1021.5;  

6. For an award of actual damages subject to proof; 

7. For costs of suit incurred herein; 

8. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper; and  

/// 

/// 
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9. For a statement of decision. 

Respectfully Submitted: 

DATED: January 21, 2022 MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT, APC 

AVID E. MASTAGM, ESQ. 
TAYLOR DAME-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Petitioners 
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VERIFICATION 

 I am a Petitioner in the above-entitled action or proceeding. I have read the foregoing 

Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief and know 

the contents thereof, and I certify that those matters which reference me are true of my own 

knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated upon information and belief.   

 Executed on _________________________ at _______________________, California.

 I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

____________________________________ 

NOAH FREDERITO 

 

 

1/21/2022 Loomis
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PLACER COUNTY
OFFICIAL ELECTION SUMMARY (Revised) 

November 5, 2002 
FINAL FINAL

Date;! 1/27/02 
Time; 17:06:34 
Page: 19 of 19

Registered Voters 154130 - Cards Cast 99292 Num. Report Precinct 364 - Nuro. Reporting 364
Q AUBURN CITY SPEED BUMPS 8

Total
Number of Precincts 
Precincts Repotting
Total Votes

17
17 100.00%

4793
NO 3215 67.08% 

1578 32.92%YES

R PLACER CO SHERIFF DEPUTY SALARIES
TotalNumber of Precincts 

Precincts Reporting 
Total Votes_______

363U&eAs AA fr'~\ o n -i 363 100.00% 
85825_______7NO 46425 54.09% 
39400 45.91%YES

S COLFAX CITY APPOINT CITY CLERK
TotalNumber of Precincts 

Precincts Reporting 
Total Votes______

1
1 100,00%

451
YES 247 54.77%

204 45.23%NO
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MEASURE R

PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF DEPUTY SALARY CODE REVISION

Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.12.040 (also known as Measure F) be amended 
to remove that section in its entirety, thereby repealing that provision which requires Placer 
County Sheriff Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff Deputy salaries of Nevada 
County, Sacramento County and El Dorado County?

YES NO

IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY PLACER COUNTY COUNSEL

In November of 1976, the voters of Placer County approved 
"Initiative F" which adopted an ordinance requiring the salaries 
for sworn law enforcement officers employed with the Placer 
County Sheriff’s Department be fixed at the level of the average 
salary of the average comparable position in the three counties 
of Nevada, El Dorado and Sacramento. This ordinance is 
currently designated Placer County Code Section 3.12.040 
Salaries-Placer County Sheriffs Ordinance initiative.

An affirmative vote from the electorate on this measure would 
repeal the above referenced ordinance from the Placer County 
Code. Effective January 2003, salary levels for sworn law 
enforcement in Placer County would be established in the same 
manner as other County employees, through periodic negotiation 
between the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the 
representatives for sworn law enforcement employees.

A "YES" vote on this Measure would repeal the ordinance and 
enable the Board of Supervisors and the Placer County Sheriff's 
sworn personnel to negotiate compensation In the same manner 
as other county employees.

A "NO" vote on this Measure Is a vote to retain the existing 
ordinance that sets the compensation for Placer County Sheriff's 
sworn personnel at the same rate as the average compensation 
level of those sworn law enforcement personnel in comparable 
positions in the counties of Nevada, Sacramento and El Dorado,

Anthony J. La Bouff 
County Counsel

Sabrina M. Thompson 
Deputy County Counsel

By:

RESOLUTION 2002-184

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY 
OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY 
RESOLVE THAT:

qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the following 
positions as guidelines:

1. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, 
lieutenant

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise 
conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries of county 
employees or officers who are elected by popular vote. (Prior 
code§ 14.3005)

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy's Association has 
requested that the Placer County Board of Supervisors place on 
the November 5, 2002 general election ballot a measure to 
repeal this Initiative; thereby removing the section quoted above 
from the Placer County Code; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Placer, State of California, that:

WHEREAS, In November of 1976, the voters of Placer County 
approved an initiative entitled Measure F that set the salaries for 
sworn law enforcement officers employed with the Placer County 
Sheriff's Department based upon a formula set In the Initiative;
and

WHEREAS, Placer County Code Section 3.12.040 
Salaries-Placer County Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative was 
codified a result of that initiative, and currently reads 
as follows; and

3.12.040 Salaries-Placer County Sheriff's ordinance Initiative.

A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine 
the existing maximum salaries for the Nevada County Sheriffs 
office, El Dorado County Sheriffs office and Sacramento County 
Sheriffs office for each class of position employed by said 
agencies.

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each 
year thereafter the board of supervisors shall, during the month 
of January, determine the average salary for each class of 
position as set forth herein, and beginning the first period 
following January shall fix the average salary for each class of 
position In the Placer County Sheriff's office at a level equal to 
the average of the salary for the comparable positions in the 
Nevada County Sheriff's office, El Dorado County Sheriff's office 
and the Sacramento County Sheriff’s office.

C. As used herein the term "comparable class of position" shall 
mean a group of positions substantially similar with respect to

1. The Board of Supervisors proposes a ballot measure to repeal 
Measure F, currently designated as Placer County Code Section 
3.12.040 Salaries-Placer County Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative;
and

2. The Board of Supervisors orders that the following question be 
placed as a County measure on the ballot of the Statewide 
General Election to be held November 5, 2002:

MEASURE R
Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.12.040 (also 
known as Measure F) be amended to remove that section in its 
entirety, thereby repealing that provision which requires Placer 
County Sheriff Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff 
Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento County and El 
Dorado County?

R1
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Before the Board of Supervisors 

County of Placer, State of California

Resol. No: 2002r.i84In the matter of:
Resolution Ordering Ballot Measure 
repealing Measure F - Sheriff Pay 
Ordinance Initiative to be Placed on the 
Ballot of Statewide General Election to 
be Held November 5, 2002.

Orel. No:

First Reading:

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

Placer at a regular meeting held July 23, 2002 by the following vote on roll call:

Ayes: SANTUCCI, WHITE, BLOOMFIELD, GAINESJ

Noes: wsygandt

NONEAbsent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Attest:
said Boardcr

/

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE THAT:

WHEREAS, in November of 1976, the voters of Placer County approved an 
initiative entitled Measure F that set the salaries for sworn law enforcement officers 
employed with the Placer County Sheriffs Department based upon a formula set in the 
initiative; and

WHEREAS, Placer County Code Section 3.12.040 Salaries-Placer County 
Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative was codified a result of that initiative, and currently reads
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as follows; and

3.12.040 Salahes-Placer County Sheriff’s ordinance initiative.
A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually,

determine the existing maximum salaries for the Nevada County 
Sheriff’s office, El Dorado County Sheriff's office and Sacramento 
County Sheriff’s office for each class of position employed by said 
agendas.

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st 
of each year thereafter the board of supervisors shall, during the 
month of January, determine the average salary for each class of 
position as set forth herein, and beginning the First period following 
January shall fix the average salary for each class of position in the 
Placer County Sheriff’s office at a level equal to the average of the 
salary for the comparable positions in the Nevada County Sheriff’s 
office, El Dorado County Sheriff’s office and the Sacramento 
County Sheriff's office.

C. As used herein the term "comparable class of 
position" shall mean a group of positions substantially similar with 
respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the 
following positions as guidelines:

1. Undersher'rff, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, 
deputy, lieutenant.

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any 
otherwise conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries of 
county employees or officers who are elected by popular vote. 
(Prior code § 14.3005)

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy's Association has requested that the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors place on the November 5, 2002 general election 
ballot a measure to repeal this initiative; thereby removing the section quoted above 
from the Placer County Code; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Placer, State of California, that:

1. The Board of Supervisors proposes a ballot measure to repeal Measure 
F, currently designated as Placer County Code Section 3.12.040 
Salahes-Placer County Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative; and

2. The Board of Supervisors orders that the following question be placed as 
a County measure on the ballot of the Statewide General Election to be 
held November 5, 2002:

MEASURE
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Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 
3.12.040 (also known as Measure F) be amended to 
remove that section in its entirety, thereby repealing 
that provision which requires Placer County Sheriff 
Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff 
Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento 
County and El Dorado County?
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TYPE AND DATE OF ELECTION

GUBERNATORIAL GENERAL

NOVEMBER 5, 2002

COUNTY
R Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 
3,12.040 (also known as Measure F) be amended to 
remove that section in its entirety, thereby repealing 
that provision which requires Placer County Sheriff 
Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff 
Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento 
County and El Dorado County?

O YES O NO

R PLACER CO SHERIFF DEPUTY 
SALARIES 

Number of Precincts 
Precincts Reporting 
Vote For 
Total Votes 
Times Over Voted 
Number Of Under Votes

t.
Total

363
363 100.00%

1
85825 I27
13229
46425 54.09%
39400 45.91%

NO
YES

(Requires 50% + 1 approval for passage)
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Proposition F, not county, determines deputy salaries

Jan ChristoffersonPlacer County chief executive of�cer Aug 03, 2003 11:00 AM

The Auburn Journal has received a series of letters from citizens concerned about Placer County?s current negotiations with the Placer County Deputy Sheriff?s 

Association (DSA).

Up until now, the county has resisted responding, in keeping with an agreement with the DSA to maintain con�dentiality in the negotiation process. 

Simple Trick To Clean Earwax
Earwax can cause hearing loss 
and memory loss. Try this simple
�x to remove earwax.

Ads by 
Send feedback

Why this ad? 

However, the letters raise serious questions about the county?s commitment to its law enforcement employees. I need to correct the misconceptions the letters 

have expressed.

It is important to note that Placer County has a long tradition of supporting its public safety and law enforcement employees. This is re�ected in the overall level 

of resources committed to the public safety departments, as well as the salaries and bene�ts employees currently receive.

The public may not be aware that the county must adhere to the voter-approved Proposition F measure that sets salaries. Proposition F prohibits the county from 

negotiating salary increases for deputy sheriffs in Placer County. Proposition F was a measure sponsored by the DSA and adopted by county voters in 1976. 

The proposition requires the county to set the salaries of deputy sheriffs according to a formula that averages salaries paid to comparable employees in three 

surrounding counties: Sacramento, El Dorado and Nevada. Under that formula, the deputy sheriffs in Placer County received salary increases of 2.8 percent in 

February of this year. The base salary for a �ve-year deputy sheriff II is now $49,000, plus bene�ts.

The county is unable to change the Proposition F formula. Only the voters of Placer County can do that. For that reason, the DSA sponsored a ballot measure in 

November 2002 to repeal Proposition F. The Placer County Board of Supervisors agreed to put the issue on the ballot. 

However, the voters rejected the new ballot measure, deciding the Proposition F formula is still the required method to set salaries.

At the conclusion of the last contract, the county agreed to improve the retirement package for DSA employees by adopting a retirement program that is the 

most generous permitted by state law. In fact, our deputies and probation of�cers do not make employee contributions to their retirement program ? the county 

Search for...

   
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pays for 100 percent of the costs. In addition, after they retire, these employees receive health care coverage for themselves and dependents comparable to 

that received by active employees, which for most of the employees means that the county also pays 100 percent of the costs.

Other questions have focused upon incentives. DSA employees also receive a variety of incentives in addition to salary, including a 2.6 percent basic 

educational incentive paid under the last contract. However, this provision speci�cally had an ending date. 

While we cannot publicly discuss the details of negotiations, I believe it is important for Journal readers to be aware that the county?s position regarding this 

contract issue has been clearly and consistently communicated to the DSA leadership, and at no time has the county ever set out to reduce the total 

compensation to its public safety employees.

I want the citizens of this county to be assured that the board of supervisors greatly values our law enforcement employees, and is doing everything possible to 

negotiate a competitive and reasonable agreement that the county can afford in these dif�cult budget times.

Jan Christofferson has been Placer County?s chief executive of�cer since May 2001.

  

CAL FIRE: Auburn Denny's blaze deemed human caused 

Auburn Police Department arrests kidnapping suspect 

Placer's Mason invited to Twins spring training 

Auburn resident, World War II hero Cornett awarded Purple Heart, Bronze Star 

Fire extinguished at Placer Government Center in Auburn; �re�ghters trained nearby a day earlier 

Hopper �re at Sierra Paci�c 

Auburn City Councilman Berlant chronicles his vaccine experience 

Placer County Sheriff's arrest log: Stolen vehicle, lawn equipment burglary 

Search for...
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Before the Board Of Supervisors 

County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: An ordinance amending Placer County
Code, Chapter 3, Sections 3.08.070, 3.12.010, Appendix 1
and 9, 3.12.020, 3.12.030 and 3.12.040 relating to the Sheriffs Department.

5441-BOrdinance No.:

11-7-06First Reading:.

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a 
regular meeting held November 20, 2006 , by the following vote on roll call:

Ayes: WEYGANDT, HOLMES, GAINES, KRANZ, SANTUCCI

Noes: NONE

Absent. NONE

LjlSigned and approved by me after its passage.

Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Attest: 
Clerk of Boai

klVr

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DOES 
HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

That Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.08.070,3.12.010 Appendix 1 and Appendix 9,3.12.020, 
3.12.030 and 3.12.040 are hereby amended as follows: (Additions to ordinance shown in bold and 
underline, deletions shown with strike-through.)

Section 1. That Article 3.08, Section 3.08.070 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.08.070 Classified and Unclassified Service Defined

A. The unclassified service shall consist of:

122. Assistant Sheriff
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Ordinance 5441-B

Section 2. That Article 3.12, Section 3.12.010, Appendix 1 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.12.010 APPENDIX 1 
SHERIFF

(b) Sheriff Administration and Support
1Assistant Sheriff

-Sheriff’s Captain 4

* *

Section 3. That Article 3.12, Section 3.12.010, Appendix 9 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.12.010 APPENDIX 9 Management - Safety MGTS
New Salary 

Grade Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
SS2 44.5056 46.7309 49.0674 51.5208 54.0968

S-&2S53 50.1440 52.3365 54.6250 57.0135 59.5065

Section 4. That Article 3.12, Section 3.12.020 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.12.020 Classified Service 
1. Uniform Allowance—Sworn Peace Officers 

Assistant Sheriff

* *

2. Career and Education Incentive
Effective July 23, 2004 at 5:01 p.m., full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall be 
eligible for the career and education incentive:
Assistant Sheriff

★ *

25. Wellness Incentive, Deputy Sheriffs’ Unit and Safety Management
(a.) Effective pay period 3, July 8, 2005 at 5:01 p.m., employees in the following classifications, if 

otherwise qualified pursuant to this section, shall receive an allowance equal to two and one-half 
percent of his or her base pay:

Assistant Sheriff

*
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Section 5. That Article 3.12, Section 3.12.030 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.12.030 Unclassified Service
Salary

Appendix
Admin
Code GradeClassification Title

MGTS-9 SS211733 Assistant Sheriff
S52 SS3Undersheriff MGTS-919888

Section 6. That Article 3.12, Section 3.12.040 is hereby amended to read as follows:

3.12.040 Salaries - Placer County Sheriff’s Ordinance Initiative

* * *

C. As used herein the term ‘comparable class of position’ shall mean a group of positions substantially 
similar with respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the following positions as 
guidelines:
1. Undersheriff, Assistant Sheriff *, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant.

‘Assistant Sheriff will be set at 10% below the Undersheriff if no comparable class of position
available.

*

Section 7. That this ordinance shall be effective the first day of the pay period following final passage.
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Before the Board Of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of; Re-adoption of the Personnel Rules in 
its entirety as identified in Chapter 3 of the Placer County 
Code and Amendment to Chapter 2, Administration, Article 2.12 
County Office Hours

Ordinance No.5478-b

First Reading: July io. 2007

Second Reading;

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a 
regular meeting held July ?4. ^on? , by the following vote on roll call:

Ayes; ROCKHOLM, WEYGANDT, HOLMES, UHLER, KRANZ
Noes: NONE

Absent: NONE

Signed and approved by me after its passage

Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
Clerk of said Board

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA. DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code is readopted in whole, and as set forth in attachment A hereto, except as otherwise set forth herein. Should attachment “A” inadvertently contain provisions that are in conflict with provisions contained in previously adopted ordinance numbers 5442-B, 5443-B, or 5444-B, then the provisions of these previously adopted ordinances shall control.

The Chapter 3 sections and appendices identified in this paragraph, and as modified by recent ordinance changes, are not part of attachment “A” hereto. These sections and appendices are not being deleted, revoked, amended, or otherwise changed in substance, but are only being uncodified. A) The administrative code, classification
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title, salary plan- appendix, and grade information contained in sections 3.12.020* and 3.12.030*. B) The entirety of appendices 1, 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. C) The current schedule of all titles coming within the classified service pursuant to section 3.08.070.
*(Portions of these sections will remain in the codified attachment “A" while consolidated collective bargaining agreements and consolidated salary and benefits ordinances are being finalized. After those consolidated documents are finalized, these portions will also become uncodified).

Chapter 2 ADMINISTRATION 
Article 2.12 COUNTY OFFICE HOURS

2.12.010 Hours and holidays of county offices generally.Except as provided in the following section, the minimum that county offices shall keep their offices open for the transaction of business shall be during the hours of eight a.m. and five p.m., (unless otherwise ordered by minute order of the board of supervisors) Mondays through Fridays, with the exception of the following holidays on which county offices shall be closed:
A. January 1st.
B. Third Monday in January (Martin Luther King, Jr. Day).C. February 12th, (Lincoln’s Day).
D. The third Monday in February (President’s Day).
E. Last Monday in May (Memorial Day).
F. July 4th.
G. First Monday in September (Labor Day).
H. Second Monday in October (Columbus Day).
I. November 11th (Veteran’s Day).
J. Thanksgiving Day.
K. The day following Thanksgiving Day.
L. December 25th.
M. Every day appointed by the President or the Governor for a public fast,Thanksgiving or holiday, subject to approval by board of supervisors.N. When any of the foregoing holidays falls on a Sunday, the following Monday shall be deemed to be the holiday in lieu of the day observed
O. When any of the foregoing holidays falls on a Saturday, the proceeding Friday shall be deemed to be the holiday in lieu of the day observed.O. For county holidays falling on a- Saturday from and after five t>.ro., December-24, 1971; such employees shaH-be entitled to a holiday the-precedtfig Friday-unless the board -of-supervisors, by minute order, directs that sueh eight hours be added to each such employees annual-vacation leave.
1.-For oounty holidays fatting-en-the normal day offTor.employees working-other than a normal-Monday-through Friday schedule (i.e., 9 80, 8-80, eto.), such employees shall have an additional eight hours-credited to their vacation balance. (County holiday defined per County Code-Section 3-.08.470)
P. Floating Holiday. During the first full pay period of the calendar year, eight flours floating holiday will be credited to employees. Employees unable-to complete six
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mGntffs -(ene-thousand forty (1,040) straight time hours) irntral-prebationary-peried-pfiof to-December 31 str-skail not-be-etigible for any-Pioating Holiday that year-. Hours shall be prorated for permanent part-time employees. Fioating holiday shatf-be taken within the-calendar year granted, and shall not carryover from year to yearUnused holiday time-wi(l-not be compensated upon termination.
tt wiH-be management's policy to-make every effort to allow employees to take the-time et^at-their choosing. (Ord. 5362-B, 2005; Ord. 5342-B, 2005: Ord. 5006-B (part); 1999: prior code § 2.1)
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Before the Board of Supervisors 

County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: An ordinance amending 
§3.12.040 of the Placer County Code, pertaining 
to the compensation of specified safety 
managers.

Ordinance No.: 6060-B

Introduced: December 15, 2020

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

Placer at a regular meeting held January 12, 2021, by the following vote:

Ayes: GORE, HOLMES, JONES, GUSTAFSON, WEYGANDT

Noes: NONE

Absent: NONE

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

Chair, Board of Su isprs

Attest:
j

'M/i 1
Clerk of said Board

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
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Section 1. County Code Chapter 3, Article 3.12, Section 3.12.040 regarding Salaries related to 
the Placer County Sheriff’s Ordinance Initiative is amended as set forth in Exhibit A, attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

Section 2 That this ordinance shall be effective upon adoption.

Section 3 That this ordinance amendment is adopted as a codified ordinance.
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Exhibit A

That the following section 3.12.040 of Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code is hereby 
amended to read as indicated (additions to ordinance shown in bold and underline, deletions 
shown in strikethrough):

3.12.040 Salaries—Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative.

A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum 
salaries for the Nevada County sheriffs office, El Dorado County sheriffs office, and 
Sacramento County sheriffs office for each class of position employed by said agencies.

Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1 st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of 
position as set forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average 
salary for each class of position in the Placer County sheriffs office at a level equal to the 
average of the salaries for the comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff s office, El 
Dorado County sheriffs office and the Sacramento County sheriff s office.

B.

As used herein the term “comparable class of position” shall mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the 
following positions as guidelines:

Undersheriff, assistant sheriff5, inspector, cCorporal, captain, sergeant, deputy^

C.

1.

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions 
which may relate to salaries of county employees or officers who are not elected by popular vote.

4—Assistaut-sherilY will be set at ten (10) percent below the undersheriff if no comparable class 
of position available.
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Background 

Is the Board of Supervisors trying to defund police? 

No, public safety is one of the Board of Supervisor’s top priorities. 

The Board has annually demonstrated its support for law enforcement by increasing the 

amount of discretionary funding for the Sheriff’s Office each year, including Fiscal Year 

2020-21. Public Safety is the only county function that has experienced a material 

increase in countywide spending per capita over the last forty years. 

What is the “Deputy Sheriffs’ Association” and who do they represent? 

The Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (DSA) is the public employee union that represents the 

more than 250 sworn law enforcement officers employed by the offices of the Placer 

County Sheriff and District Attorney, including Deputy Sheriffs II and Sheriff Sergeants. 

What are Placer County law enforcement officers paid? 

The average total cost for a Placer County Deputy Sheriff II is more than $200,000. The 

average total cost for a Placer County Sheriff’s Sergeant is more than $250,000. 

How does the pay for Placer County deputies compare to that of other 

communities? 

Placer County’s total compensation of deputies is 18% higher than that of surrounding 

counties, and 17% higher than local cities like Auburn, Roseville, Rocklin, and Folsom. 

These numbers do not include the value of Placer County’s fully funded retiree health 

program, which is a top-tier benefit compared to that of other agencies. 

When considering salaries only, Placer County is 6% below the labor market. This low 

wage does not reflect the attractiveness of the rest of Placer County’s generous 

compensation package and creates an obstacle to recruiting top-tier law 

enforcement professionals. The County’s plan realigns the deputies’ compensation 

structure to be more competitive in the market, while ensuring escalating costs do not 

inflate to an unsustainable level. 

See page 4 for a breakdown of the County’s offer. 

Does the County want to cut pay for deputies? 

The County is not proposing pay cuts for deputies. The County’s offer is designed to 

keep paychecks whole, except for a 2% pre-tax contribution to retirement costs funded 

by the 5% increase deputies received in February 2020. 
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Why does the County want to make changes now?  

In addition to public safety, the Board of Supervisors makes prudent financial planning a 

top priority. To consider the future taxpayers of Placer County, the Board makes several 

financial decisions related to remaining fiscally sustainable. Such decisions include 

adequately funding a rainy-day fund or fully funding retiree health benefits, including 

our public safety retirees. 

The continued growth of compensation costs in the Sheriff’s Office is escalating more 

rapidly than county revenues. The County wants to prevent future costs from escalating 

to an unsustainable level. 

Over the last twenty years, growth in deputy sheriff base salaries alone have outpaced 

the Consumer Price Index (CPI)1 by over 30%, in addition to soaring pension costs.  

Since March 2018, the County has explored options with the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 

to address these concerns.  

The Board of Supervisors is fully committed to supporting the efforts of the Sheriff’s Office 

to keeping our community safe - balanced with fiscal responsibility to future generations 

of Placer County residents.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1CPI is the measure of the average change over time in the prices paid by urban 

consumers for a market basket of consumer goods and services.
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Ongoing Negotiations, Offer Details 

What is the County offering to the union (DSA)? 

The primary financial elements of the County’s offer include: 

 

• Employees will contribute an additional 2% of pay to their retirement benefits, 

funded by the 5.15% salary increase deputy sheriffs received in February 2020.   

• Salaries will increase by 7%. Special pays for Peace Officer Standards and 

Training certificates will decrease by 7%. (See information about “special pays” 

below.) 

• Other special pays that are currently a percentage of pay will be converted to a 

unique equivalent flat amount per incentive. Increases can be negotiated. (See 

information about “special pays” below.) 

 

• The County will pay 80% of the health insurance premium plan most-selected by 

union members. Currently, the County pays 80% of any plan selected. 

• Employees earning $875 per month for working in Tahoe must have a residence 

within fifty driving miles of the station. Currently, employees stationed in Tahoe 

receiving this stipend do not have any residency requirement. This change would 

only apply to employees newly assigned to Tahoe. 

 

Will the County’s offer make recruitment and retention of deputies more difficult? 

No, the higher salaries proposed in the County’s offer will be more attractive to 

potential candidates. That, in addition to the County’s top-end compensation 

package, generous retiree health program, and unparalleled quality of life, will allow 

Placer County to continue to attract and retain the best talent available in the law 

enforcement community. 

How is “special pay” different from “base pay”? 

The County offers pay, or incentives, for a variety of assignments, training, certificates, 

etc. in addition to a deputy’s base pay. Examples include education incentive, special 

teams pay, detective premium, night shift differential, bilingual pay, and longevity pay. 

 

Will the County offer cut “graveyard” pay in half? How about other special pays? 

No, the intent of the County’s offer is for employees to receive at least their current 

amount earned for special pays like night shift, or “graveyard,” pay. Some union 

members would even experience an increase in these special pays. 
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For example, union members currently assigned to the Investigations Division are paid a 

5% detective premium. Although 28 of the 34 detectives are Deputy Sheriff IIs, the 

County is offering to set the flat incentive amount for detective premium at $464 per 

month, which is equivalent to 5% of the higher Sheriff’s Sergeant base pay ($9,270 base 

monthly pay x 5% = $464.) For those 28 Deputy Sheriffs working as detectives, the result is 

an additional $75 per month. 

 

Will the County’s offer result in slower response times when I need help? 

No, the budget of the Sheriff’s Office is fully funded, and there are no proposed 

changes to the number of law enforcement personnel available to serve the 

community. 

PA 225



Questions & Answers 
about Contract Negotiations between  

Placer County and the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 

September 2020 

 

Page 6 

 

Current Status of Negotiations 

Is the County refusing to negotiate with the union (DSA)? 

The County has engaged with the union in two rounds of good faith negotiations, most 

recently for more than fifteen months over ten meetings. Both parties have submitted, 

modified, and withdrawn proposals in an effort to reach agreement. 

The County’s most recent offer to the union included increases to four different 

compensation elements at the request of the union. These elements include Special 

Teams Pay, Stand-By Pay, Canine Pay, and Overtime Pay for court appearances.  

The County will continue to abide by the rules of collective bargaining and looks 

forward to continued coordination with the union to resolve the impasse. The next step 

is for both parties to meet in mediation. 
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Measure F 

Doesn’t Measure F determine pay for deputies? 

Measure F, approved by Placer County voters in 1976, established that the minimum 

salary for various law enforcement positions will be equal to an average of salaries for 

comparable positions in the counties of El Dorado, Nevada, and Sacramento. The 

voters have also given the Board of Supervisors the authority to negotiate higher 

salaries, which is the case in the County’s current proposed offer. 

What is the effect of Measure F on the union’s request to keep the status quo? 

Over the last twenty years, Measure F has resulted in deputies receiving an average 

increase of nearly 4% every year, which has far exceeded CPI. When combined with 

special pays that are 45% above the market average and employee retirement 

contributions far below market average, total compensation costs for the union are 

unstainable. 

 

Why doesn’t the County just cut other employee salaries instead? 

Salaries for other employees are not subject to Measure F. The Board has approved 

wage increases for other employees that are in line with CPI. Additionally, other 

employees have negotiated to pay their full share of retirement contributions and are 

not eligible for all the special pays that apply to members of the deputies’ union. As 

such, concerns about unsustainable cost escalation do not apply to other employees. 

What counties does Placer County compare to when evaluating compensation? 

Measure F specifies that Placer County will compare law enforcement salaries to those 

in the counties of El Dorado, Nevada, and Sacramento. Additionally, when evaluating 

the labor market, Placer County surveys several other counties with equivalent or higher 

costs of living, as well as cities in our region.  
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Retirement Benefits, Health Insurance and Contributions 
 

Why is the County asking for deputies to pay more for retirement benefits? 

A survey of surrounding cities and counties shows that the minimum percentage of pay 

law enforcement employees contribute to their pension benefits is 9%. The minimum 

amount Placer County deputies contribute is 5%.  

Will the County continue its current contribution toward retirement benefits? 

Pensions will continue to be the most significant benefit cost for the County. For 

employees currently contributing 5%, the County contributes over 47% of pay. If 

unchanged, that percentage is projected to grow to over 53% within four years. An 

additional 2% contribution from employees will only partially defray the anticipated 

escalation in County costs. 

Is the County only offering one insurance plan? 

The County offers a total of eleven health insurance plan options to union members. 

There is no proposed change to the number of plans available and any employee is 

able to select the health insurance plan that they feel meets their individual and family 

needs. 

What is the County offering to contribute towards health insurance? 

Currently, the County pays 80% of the cost of ten different plan premiums. In its offer, 

the County proposes to limit its contribution to 80% of the current most widely-used plan 

by union members, which is Kaiser Permanente. 

The County recognizes that not all plans are available in all locations, which is one 

reason the County pays an additional $875 per month to union employees assigned to 

work in Tahoe. In further recognition of Tahoe employees, the County has offered to 

contribute 80% of the most widely-used plan selected by employees assigned to work in 

that area, which is currently the Police Officers Research Association of California 

(PORAC) Anthem Blue Cross plan. 

What is the impact to deputies of the proposed health insurance contribution? 

If no employees made changes to their plan selections, 58% would experience no 

change in cost under the County’s proposal. For others, the impact would be modest 

because 70% of the plans currently selected by union members have premium costs 

within 15% of the most popular plan in their area.  
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Retirees 
Is the County trying to limit the health insurance options for retirees? 

No, retirees can choose their health plan at Open Enrollment each year and will 

continue to have access to all the plan options. 

Retirees receive up to the same County contribution toward their health insurance costs 

that active employees receive. If the deputies’ union negotiates a different contribution 

from the County, retirees will also receive contributions based on what is negotiated. 
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BRIAN A. DIXON 
STEVEN W. WEITY 
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DAVID E. MASTAGNI ] 9l2 I Street 
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KATHLEEN N. MASTAGNI STORM (916) 446-4692 

a ~ 
SEAN D. HO~Y✓ELL Fax (9I6) 447-46] 4 
IX~ILLIM4 P. CREGER Tax ID #94-2678460 A Professional Corporation 
SEAN D. CURP.IN 
DANIEL L. OSIER 
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JOHN H. BAKHIT 
GRANT A. WINTER All Correspondence ro Sacramento Office 
JOSHliA A. OLANDER www.mast3u~rii.COm 
1'ASHAYLA ll. BILLING'PON 
HOWAFD A. LISERMAN 
ZEBULON J. DAMS 
llOUG1.AS T. GRP.EN 

Ma 1 ~ 2021 SEI~H A. NUNLEY Y ~ 
N9ARK E. \X~ILSON 

Via U.S. &Electronic Mail 

Che Johnson, Attorney for Placer County 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, California 95814 
cj ohnson@lcwlegal.com 

Rancho Cucamonga Office 
(909) 477-8920 

Chico: (530) 895-3836_ 
San Tose: (408) 292-4802 
Stockton: (209) )48-6158 

l.os Mgeles: (213) 640-3529 

MELISSA M. THOM 
JASON M. EWF,f2T 

1on.arttnr~ v. Cttatt 
BRETT D. 13EYLER 

VANESSA A. MUNOS 
KIMBERLY A. VELAZQliEZ 

JOSEPH A. HOFFMANt~i 
WILLIAM M. CLA~2K 
MICHAEL P. R. RF.F,D 

JIZELL K LOPEZ 
CHERYL CARLSON 

P.NISH K. SINGH 
JOEL M. WEINSTEIN 

"I'AYI.OR DAMES-MAHAFFEY 
NA'I HAA' SENDEROVICH 

SCOTT P. THORNE 
SA2~4UEL S. SIAVOSHI 

BEHNAM M. PARVINIAN 
DALBIR K CHOPRA 

CARLY M. MORAN 
DAVID R DEMURJIAN 

h. CWilG LUSIANI 
DYLAN L. MARQUES 

R[CKY E. MARTORANA 

Re: Response to County's April 20, 2021 Rejection of DSA Counter Offer to Maintain 
Status Quo Pending Resolution of the Legal Dispute over Section 3.12.040. 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

This letter responds to your correspondence on Apri120, 2021. The County advised it rejected the 
Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association's ("DSA") counter-offer to maintain the status quo pending 
resolution of the legal dispute over section 3.12.040's legality. The County indicated its belief that further 
negotiations would be futile and again asserted its demand to repeal section 3.12.040 without submitting a 
measure to the Placer County voters. It appears the County is unwilling to make any movement from this 
position. 

The DSA believes the issue over section 3.12.040 is inextricably intertwined with the parties' 
current factfinding before Arbitrator Harris. During factfinding, the County admitted it was not making an 
inability to pay argument and could afford raises consistent with section 3.12.040. Thus, if the County is 
unwilling to move from its initial proposal to unilaterally repeal section 3.12.040, the DSA proposes the 
parties submit the issue to the current factfinding panel. 

Please advise whether the County is agreeable to the DSA's proposal. Feel free to contact me at 
tbillington@mastagni.com or (916) 318-4605 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT, A.P.C. 

e~.----~.----~ G,~~ ~_,_._. 
TASHAYLA D. BILLINGTON 
Attorney at Law 

cc: Noah Frederito 
Brett D. Holt 
Kate Sampson 
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LCW Liebert Cassidy Whitmore

5250 North Palm a ve, Suite 310 
Fresno, California 93704 

T: 559.256.7800 F: 559.449.4535

cjohnsonW’lcwlegal.com
559.256.7805

May 13,2021

VIA EMAIL

Ms. Tashayla Billington 
Mastagni Holstedt 
1912 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811

Re: County of Placer/Placer DSA - Response to DSA’s May 10, 2021 Request for
Fact-Finding
Client-Matter: PL060/021

Dear Ms. Billington:

I’m responding to your May 10 letter. If the DSA agrees that the parties have reached an 
impasse in these negotiations, the County is amendable to requesting that the issue be submitted 
to the current fact-finding panel for PERB Impasse number SA-IM-220-M. Of course, Ms. 
Harris and the panel would have to agree to include this additional issue as it was outside of the 
originally assigned matter. The County would also like to confirm that this additional item will 
not unduly delay the issuance of the panel’s recommendations.

Accordingly, I believe we should contact the panel regarding this new potential issue and 
thereafter request PERB officially assign this matter to Ms. Harris as the neutral fact-finder. 
Further, we should also stipulate that no additional hearing dates, testimony, or arguments are 
required. If I have incorrectly interpreted your May 10 letter or the intent of the DSA, please feel
free to contact me directly.

Very truly yours,

LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

Che I. Johnson
CIJ:

Los Angeles I San Francisco I Fresno I San Diego I Sacramento 
www.lcwlegal.com
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May 14, 2021 

Via US. & Elect~^onic Mail 

Che Johnson, Attorney for Placer County 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmare 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Email: cjohnson@lcwlegal.com 

Re: Response to County's May 13, 2021 Correspondence 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

Rancho Cucamonga Office 
(909)477-8920 

Chico: (530) 6953836 
San Jose: (408) 2')2-4802 
S~ockcon: (209) 948-6158 

Los Angeles: (213) 640-3529 

MELISSA M. THOM 
JASON M. F,WER7' 

JONATHAN D. CHAR 
NI2ETT D. BEYLER 

~ANESSA A. D4UNOS 
KIMBERLY A. VELALQUEL 

JOSEPH A. HOFFMANV 
WILLIAM M. CLARK 
MICHAEL P. R. REED 

JIZELL K. LOPEZ 
CHERYL CARLSO V 

ANISH K, SINGH 
JOEI. M. WEINSTEIN 

TAYLOR DAMES-MAHAFFEY 
NA"IHAN SENDtROVICH 

SC01"1' I? "rHORNE 
SIL'vIUEL S. SIAVOSHI 

BEHNAM M. PARVINIAN 
DALBIR K. CHOPRA 

CARLY M. MORAN 
DAVID R. DEMUR]IAN 

R. CRAIG LUSIANI 
DYLAN C. MARQUES 

RICKY E. MARTORANA 

This letter responds to your correspondence on May 13, 2021. The DSA is agreeable to 
place the matter before the factfinding panel for PERB Impasse number SA-IM-220-M. We agree 
that no additional hearing dates, testimony, or arguments are required. 

We can coordinate dates and times to contact the factfinding panel. Please provide your 
availability. Feel free to contact me at tbillin on ,masta ~n  or (916) 318-4605 if you have 
any questions or concerns. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT, A.P.C. 

..r..-~--...~ ,_.-~ 

TASHAYLA D. BILLINGTON 
Attorney at Law 

cc: Noah Frederito 
Mark B. Salvo 
Brett D. Holt 
Kate Sampson 
David E. Mastagni 
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FACT FINDING PROCEEDINGS 

PURSUANT TO MEYERS-MILIAS BROWN ACT 

In the matter of a controversy between 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Employer, 
and 

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION, 

REPORT OF FACTFINDING 
PANEL AFTER HEARING 
Case No. SA-IM-220-M 

Union, 

Re: Successor to 2015-2018 MOU. 

Chairperson: Catherine Harris, Esq. 
Arbitrator • Mediator 
Sacramento, California 

Union Panelmember 
Sgt. Jason Farren 
Placer County Sheriffs 
Auburn, California 

For the Union: 

For the County: 

David E. Mastagni, Esq. 
Tashayla D. Billington, Esq. 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
Sacramento, CA 

Che I. Johnson, Esq. 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Sacramento, California 

Employer Panelmember 
Jane Clu·istenson 
Assistant County Executive 
Auburn, California 

REPORT OF THE FACTFINDING PANEL 

Background 

This factfinding arises out of an impasse in negotiations involving an assmiment of 

economic and non-economic issues. Negotiations for a successor agreement to the 2015-

2018 MOU began on June 24, 2019. As of August 27, 2020, the parties had met for 

negotiations on nine occasions culminating in a last best and final offer (LBFO) from the 

County on July 21, 2020. The County has characterized the LBFO, which increased base 
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salary by 7% and reduced POST incentive pay by 7%, as an offer designed to minimize the 

adverse impact on the compensation of current employees while achieving long-term cost 

savings for the County. This offer was rejected by the Union based in large part on the 

Union's concerns that its membership would not approve any inroads into the continuing 

viability of Measure F (a local salary ordinance), as well as a concern that payment of base 

salary over and above what Measure F calls for might result in a challenge by taxpayer 

groups. 

On August 27, 2020, the County declared impasse and requested an impasse 

meeting. On August 31, 2020, the Union informed the County that it was the Union's 

position that the LBFO contained several illegal terms making it improper to declare 

impasse. 1 On October 20, 2020, the County verbally notified the Union that it was 

withdrawing the LBFO and seeking to resume bargaining with the Union based on what the 

County has described as "significant steps to modify its proposals" during the course of a 

confidential mediation. The following day, on October 21, 2020, the Union filed its request 

for factfinding. The Union then declined a request by the County to hold factfinding in 

abeyance. After considering the positions of both pmiies, PERB made an administrative 

determination that the Union had met the procedural requirements to trigger factfinding. As 

reflected in PERB's Administrative Determination dated October 27, 2020, PERB made no 

determination of impasse. Since that time, the parties have continued their negotiations 

while also preparing for this factfinding. 2 

The positions of the parties appear to have hardened after the County notified the 

1 The Union claims that the County drove the negotiations to impasse by unlawfully 
insisting that the Union bargain over permissive subjects. This allegation is part of a pending unfair 
labor practice charge filed by the Union. By the time of the factfinding hearing, the County had also 
charged the Union with conduct amounting to an unfair labor practice. As further explained herein, 
the panel recommends that these charges and countercharges be dismissed as part of an overall 
settlement of the contract. 

2 On November 24, 2020, the parties agreed to waive statutory timelines to complete the 
28 instant factfinding. 

2 
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I Union on February 11, 2021 of its intent to officially repeal Measure F and offered the 

2 Union an opportunity to meet and confer over any foreseeable effects its decision may have 

3 on matters within the scope of representation. The County informed the Union, in writing, 

4 that it did not intend to take any action to implement any decision prior to conclusion of 

5 negotiations on this subject; however, the issue of the viability of the Measure F formula, 

6 applied annually to members of the bargaining unit (irrespective of what is required by the 

7 terms of the bargaining agreement), has remained the single biggest obstacle to reaching 

8 agreement. 

9 The Statutory Factors 

I 0 Under the MMBA, the sole responsibility of the panel is to make findings of fact and 

11 recommend the terms of a settlement of the parties' contract dispute in conformity with the 

12 statutory factors set forth in the Meyers-Milias Brown Act (MMBA).3 Government Code 

13 section 3505.4 sets forth the following factfinding criteria to be considered as part of this 

14 impasse resolution procedure: 

15 

16 
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28 

(!) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

State and federal laws that are applicable to the employer. 

Local rules, regulations, or ordinances. 

Stipulations of the parties. 

The interests and welfare of the public and financial ability of the public 
agency. 

Comparison of the wages, hours, and conditions of employment of the 
employees involved in the factfinding proceeding with the wa~es, hours and 
condit10ns of employment of other employees performing similar services in 
comparable public agencies. 

The consumer price index for goods and services, commonly known as the 
cost of living. 

The overall compensation presently received by the employees, including 
direct wage compensation, vacations, holidays, and other excused time, 
insurance and pensions, medical and hospitalization benefits, the continuity 

3 Government Code section 3505.5 (a) directs the panel to make advisory findings of fact 
and to recommend terms of settlement. The panel has examined the record in light of all of the 
statutory factors while focusing on those factors which are most relevant to the determination of 
each of the disputed issues. 
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(8) 

and stability of employment, and all other benefits received. 

Any other facts, not confined to those specified in paragraphs (1) through (7), 
inclusive, which are normally or traditionally taken into consideration in 
making the findings and recommendations. 

4 The statute clearly provides that the above-listed factors must be considered by factfinders in 

5 arriving at their findings and recommendations but, beyond that, provides no guidance.4 The 

6 MMBA does not rank the factors in the order of their importance nor does it restrict the 

7 factfinding panel to choosing between competing proposals. 

8 The Factfinding Hearing 

9 An evidentiary hearing was held on March 8 and 9, 2021 at Auburn, California. By 

1 O agreement of the parties, the proceedings were transcribed by a certified shorthand reporter 

11 and copies of the transcript were provided to the factfinding panel and the parties. At the 

12 hearing, the parties were afforded a full opportunity to present testimonial' and 

13 documentary6 evidence, to cross-examine each other's witnesses and to make argument to 

14 the factfinding panel. All post-hearing briefs had been received by the panel as of April 14, 

15 2021 at which time the panel began its deliberations. 

16 During the course of the deliberations, i.e., on May 14, 2021, the panel received a 

17 joint request from the County and the Union asking the panel to address the issue of 

18 Measure F as long as, in doing so, consideration of this issue would not unduly prolong the 

19 proceeding. On May 20, 2021, the panel agreed to respond to the request. The panel's 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

4 In its presentation at the hearing, the County identifies factors (4), (5), (6) and (7) as the 
relevant factors for purposes of this factfinding. The Union identifies the same factors and adds 
factor (3), i.e., arguing that the 44-year history of adopting the local ordinance as part of the contract 
is an implied stipulation of the patties and that, as such, it should be afforded some deference. The 
Union also implicates factors (I) and (2) when it argues that the County's salary proposal is illegal 
under both the MMBA and the local ordinance. 

5 The County presented the testimony of Daniel Chatigny and Kate Sampson. The Union 
presented the testimony of Robert Brownstein, Mark Schniepp, Edward Bonner, Devon Bell, 
Morgan Gire, Jeff Swearingen, Mark Salvo, and Noah Frederito. 

6 During the course of the hearing, the panel received the following documents into 
evidence: Joint Exhibits" I" through "28," County Exhibits "I" though "13" and Union Exhibits "I" 
through "60." 
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agreement to confront the Measure F issue head on and to make a recommendation as to 

how the issue should be resolved resulted in multiple deliberation sessions. 

Evidence Regarding the Financial Condition of the County 

In addressing statutory factor (4) [the interests and welfare of the public and financial 

ability of the public agency], the County presented evidence that it is projecting what it 

describes as "significant fiscal challenges" in the next five to ten years due to escalating 

costs associated with the Measure F formula. With regard to the County's operating funds, 

salary and benefits are the largest single category of expense (36%). Public protection is 

also the largest portion of the operating and capital funds expenditures by service systems. 

In its presentation, the County highlights the fact that per capita operating costs for public 

protection have increased significantly since 1977 (the year that Measure F was enacted), 

and most dramatically in the past five years, when compared to other expenditures. 

The County projects negative ending fund balances for the Public Safety Fund 

beginning in 2025 ($2 million) and increasing with each passing year as follows: 2026 ($6.5 

million), 2027 ($9 million), 2028 ($11. 7 million), 2029 ($14.8 million) and 2030 ($18.6 

million). While acknowledging that the General Fund is projected to grow, the County 

also projects that these increases will be absorbed by the Public Safety Fund, i.e., likely 

18 resulting in a negative General Fund balance by 2025. At this point, according to Finance 

19 and Budget Operations Director Daniel Chatigny, the County will be forced to either reduce 

20 costs (through layoffs) or cut services to the general public. 

21 The Union challenges this interpretation of the County's financial condition. Relying 

22 on the testimony of two economic experts (Bob Brownstein7 and Mark Schniepp8
), it 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

7 Bob Brownstein formerly served as chief of staff for the Santa Clara County supervisors 
for 12 years with responsibility for all public policy issues, including fiscal policy. Subsequently, he 
served as Budget Director for the City of San Jose for 8 years. He currently serves as Strategic 
Advisor for Working Partnerships USA, a nonprofit organization that works on local public policy. 

8 As the current Director of the California Economic Forecast, Mark Schniepp prepares 
economic analysis and county level forecasts for the CA Department of Transportation, Kaiser 
Permanente, Blue Shield, CA State Auditor's Office and Southern CA Association of Governments. 
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1 argues that the County continues to outperform the Measure F comparator counties with a 

2 more resilient economy, a quicker rebound from the pandemic, lower unemployment, a 

3 better housing market and quickly recovering sources of revenue. Relying on the testimony 

4 of Mark Schniepp, the Union questions the accuracy of the County's projections (because 

5 the accuracy of projections declines with each passing year and ten-year projections may be 

6 entirely speculative) and the rationale and function of the Public Safety Fund (because the 

7 County provided no evidence as to what percentage of the Public Safety Fund goes to 

8 funding the MOU at issue herein). The Union also notes that the County admits that the 

9 Public Safety Fund is used for three different law enforcement depaiiments and that a 

1 O negative ending fund balance for the Public Safety Fund would not necessarily signify a 

11 General Fund deficit. 

12 The Issue of Base Salary 

13 The County's Position 

14 For more than 40 years, the base salaries of members of the Union's bargaining unit 

15 have been set on a yearly basis by application of the Measure F formula. Measure F, 

16 enacted by Placer County voters in 1976, was codified in 1977 as Placer County Code 

17 Section 3.12.040 (Placer County Sheriff's Ordinance Initiative). The ordinance requires the 

18 County to implement annual salary adjustments to members of the Union's bargaining unit 

19 by 1) determining the maximum salaries for comparable classes of positions in El Dorado, 

20 Nevada and Sacramento Counties; 2) calculating the average maximum salaries for those 

21 three agencies for each classification; and 3) setting the salary of the Placer County 

22 comparable classifications at a level equal to that average. This salary formula has been an 

23 integral pati of the parties' negotiations during multiple contract cycles and continues as 

24 pati of the current contract, i.e., the 2015-2018 MOU. 9 

25 

26 

27 

28 

9 At the factfinding hearing, the Union presented evidence that on January 12, 2021, the 
Board adopted a resolution modifying section 3 .12.040 to remove all managers from its coverage. 
The Union argues that, in so doing, the Board of Supervisors re-adopted the ordinance to apply the 
Measure F formula to bargaining unit members. Similarly, the Union notes that the Board of 
Supervisors, since 2015, has used the same comparator counties to set their own compensation. 
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The County aclmowledges that, for the first time since the enactment of Measure F, 

it now seeks to change the status quo by eliminating the Measure F foimula from the 

parties' MOU. The County's stated purpose in seeking this fundamental change is to avoid 

escalating costs, i.e., described by County Finance and Budget Operations Manager 

Chatigny as costs that will become "fiscally unsustainable" at some future time within the 

next five to ten years. As an alternative to the Measure F formula, the County now proposes 

a three-year contract with a 4.0% increase effective the first full pay period of February 

2021, a 4.25% increase effective the first full pay period of February 2022, and a 4.5% 

increase effective the first full pay period of February 2023 (thus making the base salary of 

bargaining unit members solely a product of collective bargaining and no longer a matter 

governed by the provisions of the County's existing salary ordinance). The estimated cost 

of the County's salary proposal is 5.4 million dollars and is expected by both pa1ties to 

exceed the base salary increases that would occur with the traditional application of the 

Measure F formula. 

In seeking this change, the County asserts its statutory rights under the MMBA to 

negotiate base salaries. 10 The County also claims that the MMBA supersedes Measure F 

and that the continued application of Measure F violates the chmter, passed in 1980, which 

gives the Bom·d of Supervisors the right to set employee compensation. The County takes 

the position that while it was free to agree to the Measure F formula during contract 

negotiations, in so doing, it did not validate what it now regards as a void and 

unconstitutional ordinance preempted by the MMBA m1d precluded by the charter. 11 

The Union's Position 

The Union claims that the County cannot rely on a projected future deficit over a 

10 The MMBA also gives the County the right to implement its last and final offer after an 
impasse in bargaining and exhaustion of impasse procedures; however, the Union may challenge 
implementation based on its position that the Employer's salary proposal is illegal, thus giving rise 
to still another dispute in what has been a very contentious process. 

11 In the period leading up to voter rejection of two initiatives to repeal Measure Fin 2002 
28 and 2007, the County did not take the position that Measure F is illegal. 
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five to ten-year period as a means of exacting current concessions from the Union, 

especially where the County is enjoying robust growth and development compared to other 

northern California counties (including the comparator counties referenced in the salary 

ordinance). Besides arguing that the County has failed to carry its burden of establishing an 

economic justification for departing from the status quo, the Union also notes that the 

Measure F salary formula, endorsed by both prior Sheriff Edward Bonner and current 

Sheriff Devon Bell, has historically been an essential feature of the Placer County Sheriffs 

recruitment program. According to Union witnesses, the yearly application of the salary 

ordinance has enabled the County to attract and retain highly qualified officers. 12 

The Union emphasizes that the certainty afforded by yearly increases that are 

independent of the bargaining process13 is extremely attractive to officers contemplating a 

lateral transfer to Placer County from another jurisdiction and that the elimination of 

Measure F from the County Code and the contract will pave the way for deep and lasting 

cuts after the agreement at issue in this factfinding expires. The Union seeks continuation 

of the existing wage formula, as well as a joint effoti by the parties to submit a measure to 

the voters that would repeal the local ordinance and make the Measure F formula a part of 

the Charter. To further enable the paiiies to submit a measure to the voters (and to give the 

parties more time before they return to the bargaining table), the Union seeks a five-year 

contract term. 14 

12 Consistent with the Union's position, the County's HR Director Kate Sampson testified 
that HR does not believe that the County currently has any recruitment or retention issues and that 
senior members of the bargaining unit are not leaving the County. In the panel's judgment, how the 
elimination of the salary ordinance would impact recruitment and retention is a matter of speculation 
by both paities. 

13 The significance of this point is underscored by the fact that even where a contract has 
expired and no successor agreement has been negotiated, unit employees continue to receive the 
yearly increases provided for by local ordinance, e.g., the bargaining unit received a February 2021 
increase even though the 2015-2018 MOU had expired and no new agreement had been reached. 

14 The County seeks a three-year contract term. 
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The Speciality Pay Issues 

As noted by the County's Director of Human Resources Kate Sampson, when 

viewing the December 2020 salaries for the enumerated Measure F counties, the Deputy 

Sheriff II classification appears to be behind but, when viewing total compensation, the 

bargaining unit is 21 % above comparable agencies. The County has characterized this as a 

compensation model that keeps base wages artificially low while over-inflating specialty 

pays. In order to remedy escalating costs associated with specialty pays, the County 

proposes that percentage-based specialty pays be converted to flat dollar amounts as follows: 

County Proposal 8 - Bilingual Pay 

• Change 5% of base salary to $464.00 per month 

• Estimated cost of proposal 8: $5372 

County Proposal 9 - Training Officer Pay 

• 

• 

Change 5% of base salary to $389.00 per month 

Estimated Cost Savings Proposal 9: $57.00 

County Proposal 10 - Detective Division Premium 

• Change 5% of base salary to $510.00 per month 

Estimated Cost of Proposal 10: $43,597 .00 

County Proposals 11 - Career and Education Incentive 

Intermediate Post - Change 12% of base salary to: 

Deputy Sheriff I - $73 5 per month. 
Deputy Sheriff II - $1,030 per month. 
Sheriffs Sergeant - $1,225 per month. 
Investigator - District Attorney - $1,285 per month. 
Investigator - Welfare Fraud - $1,285 J?er month. 
Investigator- Welfare Fraud Supervismg- $1,385 per month. 

Estimated Cost for Intermediate Post: $62,061 

o Advanced Post - Change 17% of base salary to: 
o Deputy Sheriff I - $I 040 per month. 
o Deputy Sheriff II - $1,460 per month. 
o Sheriffs Sergeant - $1,735 per month. 
o Investigator - District Attorney - $1,825 per month. 
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o Investigator-Welfare Fraud- $1,825 per month. 
o Investigator- Welfare Fraud Supervising - $1,960 per month. 

o Estimated Cost Advanced Post: $275,849 15 

The County takes the position that its proposals to conve1i percentage-based pays to flat 

dollar amounts will help put an end to escalating costs, cure the alleged defect in the 

Measure F formula, make it easier for the County to budget, and provide an immediate 

increase to members of the bargaining unit. To that end, the County proposes to conve1i 

percentages to set dollar amounts equal to 10% above the current amount that a qualified 

bargaining unit member would receive at the top step of the salary range. 

In defending the status quo (providing for special pays as a percentage of base 

salary), the Union claims that the County has failed to establish an economic justification 

that would warrant converting percentage-based pays to flat amounts. Notwithstanding 

these concerns, the Union is agreeable to converting incentives for POST pay to flat dollar 

amounts (with increases as shown below): 

POST Intermediate Certificate: 

• Deputy Sheriff I - $755 per month. 
•. Deputy Sheriff II - $1060 per month. 
• Sheriffs Sergeant - $1,260 per month. 
• Investigator - District Attorney - $ 1320 per month. 
• Investigator-Welfare Fraud- $1,320 per month. 
•Investigator - Welfare Fraud Supervising - $1420 

POST Advanced Certificate: 

• Deputy Sheriff I - $1,070 per month. 
• Deputy Sheriff II - $1500 per month. 
•Sheriffs Sergeant - $1, 780 per month. 
• Investigator District Attorney - $1,870 per month. 
•Investigator-Welfare Fraud- $1, 870 per month. 

27 15 The County also seeks to continue the status quo with respect to the payment of $100 per 
pay period for an AA degree, $125 per pay period for a BA, and $17 5 per pay period for a Masters 

28 Degree. 
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•Investigator - Welfare Fraud Supervising - $2010 per month. 16 

Under the Union's final proposal, the above incentive amounts are not cumulative or 

compounded and employees will receive only one rate of incentive pay for POST 

certification. Additionally, the Union also seeks to convert the flat dollar amounts for 

educational incentive to percentage pays as follows: 3% per pay period for an AA degree, 

4% per pay period for a BA and 5% per pay period for a Masters Degree. The Union takes 

the position that the savings attributed to implementing the Union's proposal regarding base 

salaries can be reallocated to its proposed educational incentive program. 

The Union also makes the following major points with respect to the various 

categories of special pay: 

• 

• 

• 

Only small segments of the unit receive bilingual pay or training pay (as 
reflected above in the amount of savings projected by the county). 

The flat amount conversions, while providing a slight increase in the first 
year of the contract, would erode over time to the detriment of the unit. 

The County's proposals for flat amount special pays fails to establish any 
substantial savings during the term of the successor contract which is the 
subject of this factfinding. 

For these reasons, the Union claims that the County has not carried its burden of justifying a 

change in the status quo. 

County Proposals 12- Night Shift Differential 

o Change 7.5% of base salary to $4.41 per hour. 

The County proposes that this change be incorporated into the existing language of Section 

8.11 (Shift Differential). This proposal was unacceptable to the Union as evidenced by the 

testimony of Kate Sampson who stated that the Union's negotiator Mark Salvo was ready to 

27 16 The Union proposes these adjustments to reflect "the Measure Fraise effective February 
2021" to insure that its members do not receive an immediate pay cut (when compared to the terms 

28 of the existing contract). 
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take the County's December 8, 2020 package proposal to the membership for a vote if the 

County would withdraw its demands for elimination of Measure F (clearly the paramount 

issue here), the night shift proposal was not included, and the proposed flat amount pays 

were further escalated beyond the amount then offered to reflect any Measure F increases in 

effect as of Febrnmy of 2021 (as reflected in the Union's current POST pay proposal). 

The Union additionally argues that the factfinding panel should give great weight to 

the settlement of a pending grievance involving the night shift, signed by the County on 

March 16, 2017, which contains the following language: "The parties agree that during 

successor negotiations the language in Section 8.11 may be entirely replaced with 

Attachment A (to the settlement agreement) subject to the mutual approval of the parties." 17 

While admitting that the language used by the parties implies "discretion," the Union 

proposes that the current contract language should be continued and that Attachment A 

should be included in the MOU as a side letter. 

The County's Longevity Pay Proposal 

County proposal 14 adds a single sentence to Section 8.12, subsection a (1). The 

proposed new language reads as follows: "This special compensation shall not be repmiable 

to CalPERS." The Union's counterproposal seeks increases in longevity pay and does not 

incorporate the County's proposed new language. 

Tahoe Branch Assignment Pay 

Bargaining unit members who are assigned to the Lake Tahoe area receive a 

compensation incentive of $875.00 per month to offset the increased costs associated with 

the cost of living in the Lake Tahoe area. The County proposes various clarifying 

27 17 The unrebutted testimony of Mark Salvo establishes that the parties had an understanding 
that the side Jetter (Attachment A) would resolve the parties' dispute about payment of night shift 

28 differential going forward into the next contract. 
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provisions including a requirement that to be eligible for Tahoe Branch assignment pay, 

employees must have a secondary dwelling within 50 driving miles of the Placer County 

Sheriffs Burton Creek substation. 18 The Union proposes to substitute "60 air miles" in lieu 

of "50 driving miles." The County argues that its proposal is sufficient insofar as it allows 

employees with a residence in Reno and Sparks to receive the incentive, as shown on a map 

that was part of the County's presentation. The Union seeks a geographically broader 

application of the incentive pay to allow its members more flexibility in selecting schools 

and housing, i.e., noting that additional compensation helps employees with expenses such 

as snow tires, chains, and vehicles suitable for inclement weather. 

he County's Proposals to Control Benefit Costs 

Employee Ca/PERS Contributions 

As noted by the County in post-hearing brief, County proposals 15 and 16 are the 

only proposals that result in immediate cost savings to the County. County proposal 15 

proposes a gradual realignment that will require classic or tier 1 employees to fund their full 

share of retirement contributions. Presently, the County is paying some of the "Employer 

Paid Member Contribution (EPMC)" on behalf of tier 1 employees. This is in contrast to 

Sacramento County (one of the Measure F counties) where employees pay the entire EPMC, 

as well as a portion of the employer contribution. In support of this proposal, the County 

presented evidence that, based on reduced investment returns to PERS, the County is 

projecting its total yearly PERS contributions to grow from $92 million in 2021 to $112 

million in 2030. The County estimates yearly savings at $155,000.00, or 0.36% of salary. 

27 18 The existing MOU contains no requirement that the employee must have a secondary 
dwelling; however, the Union agreed to the new requirement during the course of bargaining 

28 assuming that the County would accept its version of an appropriate radius, i.e., 60 air miles. 
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The Union rejects this proposal based on its claim that the County has not 

demonstrated a need to reduce CalPERS contributions for tier 1 members. In support of this 

claim, the Union cites the testimony of HR Director Kate Sampson that, at one point 

during the negotiations, the County had expressed a willingness to drop the retirement 

contribution proposal if cost savings could be achieved through other means. 

County Contributions to Healtfl Care 

The County proposes to change its contribution from the current contribution of 

80% of the total health care premium for any health plan offered by the County (except 

PERS Care) to 80% of the PORAC plan. At the hearing, the County made a presentation 

showing that this would generate yearly savings of $255, 357 or 0.60% of salary. 

The Union withdrew its request that the County pay 20% of any available plan and 

now proposes to maintain the status quo. The Union opposes the change in the status quo on 

the grounds that it has an interest in maintaining a variety of plans with an 80/20 split due to 

the high costs of health services and lack of coverage options in the Tahoe region. 

The County's Proposals Regarding Dental and Vision Care 

County proposal 17 seeks to remove what the County characterizes as an 

"unnecessary and potentially misleading reference" to dental implant coverage. This is not a 

proposed change in practice or plan design. The County' dental insurance plan covers dental 

implants assuming the plan requirements have been met. The language that the County 

seeks to remove from Article 6, Section 6.2 reads as follows: "Effective the plan year 

beginning January 1, 2017, dental implants will be included in the coverage for PCDSA 

employees." Similarly, County Proposal 18 seeks to remove "unnecessary and outdated 

language" regarding vision care coverage. The language at issue reads: "The County shall 

provide vision insurance at the 100% employee-only rate." The Union seeks to strike 

County Proposal 17, as contained in the 2015-2018 MOU, from the successor agreement. 
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The Union further asserts that since County proposals 17 and 18 contain reopener 

language, these proposals should not be recommended by the factfinding panel. 19 

The Union's Non-Economic Proposals 

Term of Contract 

The Union is proposing a contract term of five years, begim1ing on July 1, 2021, in 

order to allow the parties adequate time to submit a measure to the voters to move the 

Measure F salary adjustment formula from the Placer County Code to the Charter while 

maintaining the 44-year old Measure F formula in a five-year successor agreement. The 

Union notes that a five-year term also allows the paiiies at least two (2) opportunities to 

submit a measure to the voters in an effort to resolve the dispute over the continuing 

viability of the local salary ordinance. As this fiscal year is approaching its conclusion, the 

Union believes that the five-year term should run through June 30, 2026. The Union also 

takes the position that since the parties have been without a contract for three years, a longer 

term contract will foster labor harmony by avoiding an immediate return to negotiations. 

The County desires to continue the status quo with regard to a three-year contract term. 

Grievance Procedure 

The Union seeks to amend Article 4 of the MOU to add final and binding arbitration 

as the final step of the grievance process. Currently, a bargaining unit member must exhaust 

administrative hearing procedures before the Civil Service Commission before filing a writ 

in the superior court. The Union seeks a process that allows resolution of the dispute by an 

impattial and jointly selected neutral. The Union notes that all of the Measure F 

19 The Union cites PERB authority for the proposition that reopeners are non-mandatory 
subjects of bargaining and that, as such, the Union cannot be forced to agree to reopener language, 
i.e., even language that currently exists in the 2015-2018 MOU. This is just one of the many legal 
issues that would be pursued in the event that the parties do not reach a settlement of the contract. 
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continue the status quo with regard to disputes involving interpretation of the provisions of 

the MOU. 

Discipline 

The Union also seeks final and binding arbitration as the final step of the disciplinary 

process with each party to share equally in the expenses of arbitration as an alternative to a 

hearing before the Civil Service Commission. The Union lacks confidence in the Civil 

Service Commission to act as a neutral third party. The County seeks to continue the status 

quo with respect to disciplinaty procedures applicable to bargaining unit members. 

Personnel Files 

The Union seeks to add new language to Section 14.6 which identifies non­

disciplinary corrective actions, provides for how records of such actions will be maintained 

and establishes time periods for their removal. The proposal also sets forth when letters of 

reprimand should be removed from a unit employee's personnel file. The Union takes the 

position that corrective actions should not be considered discipline but may be used for 

performance evaluations. The Union argues that corrective actions should be removed from 

the divisional file if there ai·e no repeat offenses by the next evaluation cycle. The Union 

proposes that letters ofreprimand should be removed from an employee's personnel file 

after two 

years from the original date of issuance; provided, however, that the employee has not been 

subject to disciplinary action during the two-year period. Currently, unit employees must 

actively seek to have letters removed. Employees are concerned that stale discipline may 

have an impact on their ability to gain special assignments or promote. The County seeks to 

continue the status quo on the grounds that the Union's proposal to purge letters of 
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counseling or reprimand is unncessary, lowers the County's expectations for its deputy 

sheriffs, and exposes the County to liability. 

Catastrophic Leave 

The Union proposes a change to the Catastrophic Leave program that addresses the 

issue of what happens when an employee who received a leave donation is subsequently 

reimbursed for the use of leave through Workers' Compensation. The Union challenges 

the existing practice which allows an employee whose leave banks are restored to keep the 

donated vacation leave which may or may not have been used. To remedy this anomaly, the 

Union requests that the panel recommend inclusion of the following new language as 

Section 14.14 of the MOU; 

Donated leave is only transferred from the donor to the receiving employee as needed 
and chronologically by date of donation (i.e., first donated, first used). Time 
donations are irrevocable by the donor once the time has been used by the receiving 
employee. In the event that the receiving employee does not need to use all donated 
leave for the catastrophic illness/or injury, any unused donations will not be deducted 
from the original donor's balance. In the event that the receiving employee has a 
worker's compensation claim approved for which the employee receives worker's 
compensation paid leave, the County will reimburse any donated leave that was 
used by the recipient prior to the approval of the worker's compensation claim. 

The County opposes the inclusion of this provision based on "serious potential tax 

implications for both donating and receiving employees" under the proposal. The County 

did not provide a detailed explanation as to the tax implications associated with restoring 

leave (whether used or unused) and did not specifically identify any costs that would be 

incurred by the County in the event that the Union's proposal were to be implemented. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PANEL 

The record does 11ot establish that co11ti11uatio11 of the Measure F formula, as it pertains 
to base salary 011ly, will result i11 1111co11trol/ed or unsustainable costs during the term of 
the successor contract or at any time in the future. 

Where the parties have incorporated the language of a local salary ordinance into 

their MOU for the last 44 years, this implicates factors (2), (4), (5), (6) and (7) of the 

17 

PA 252



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

MMBA criteria. For reasons explained herein, the panel has concluded that the County's 

legitimate goal of controlling future costs can only be realized through changing the 

structure of special pays, as opposed to changing the base salary formula. 

The County has repeatedly emphasized that its bargaining goals are 1) to avoid 

uncontrolled cost escalation; 2) to achieve market alignment with neighboring counties; and 

3) to promote long-term fiscal sustainability. Logic dictates that stemming future costs 

cannot be achieved through the elimination of a base salary formula that is based on the 

average wages paid to law enforcement personnel by other northern California counties with 

less robust economies. Lending additional support to this conclusion, the County has itself 

characterized the base salary formula as a formula that has created "artificially low wages." 

Under these circumstances, the real exposure to escalating costs is not created by the base 

salary formula but rather by the tying of percentage pays to automatic yearly wage increases. 

As described by the County in its final arguments to the panel, the current compensation 

program has kept base wages low while over-inflating specialty pays. 

The benefit which the County now seeks to eliminate has two distinct components: 

1) the formula for arriving at the yearly salary increase using the salary data from the 

Measure F counties and 2) the automatic payment of the yearly increase'" independent of 

collective bargaining. With regard to the first component of the benefit, the County has not 

argued that the Measure F counties are inappropriate for purposes of base salary 

comparisons. To the contrmy, the repeated inclusion of the Measure F formula in the 

contract during multiple contract cycles implies mutual acceptance of their comparability 

dating back to 1977. Where there is no persuasive evidence that the County is 

20 Theoretically, if El Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento counties paid no increases and the 
average increase was $0.00, the Union would receive no increase. There is no evidence that during 
the history of the parties' bargaining relationship, there was ever a year in which no increase was 
given. 
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2 disadvantaged by the Measure F base salary formula, or that the Measure F counties are not 

3 comparable, the panel must conclude that the County has not established an economic 

4 justification for abandoning the existing base salary formula. 

5 The Union's proposal to submit a b(ll/ot measure to voters to (ldopt the Me(lsure F 
formula (IS part of the Charter serves the best interests (Ind welfare of the public. 
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In arguing that Measure F is illegal, the County posits that 1) the local ordinance is 

unconstitutional; 2) the local ordinance is in conflict with state law (the MMBA); and 3) the 

local ordinance is preempted by the County Charter. Where neither party has been able to 

supply legal authorities that would enable reliable predictions as to the outcome of litigation, 

the contentions of both parties are, at best, legal theories that may or may not prove 

successful when tested in a judicial forum. Due to the legal unce1iainties surrounding what 

has been the most divisive issue in the negotiations, the panel is recommending adoption of 

the Union's salaiy proposal, as modified by the panel herein. Adopting the Union's proposal 

to submit a ballot measure to the voters is more likely to pave the way for more harmonious 

labor relations whereas the County's wage proposal, tied to elimination of County Code 

Section 3 .12.040, is likely to expand existing disputes into uncha1iered te1Tain with 

potential unknown consequences to the parties. 

Tile County's legal (lrguments do not present (Ill "open and shut" C(lse. 

The Unconstitution(l/ity Argument 

While the County has expressed a high level of confidence that it has the wim1ing 

arguments regarding Measure F, a review of the legal authorities on which the County relies 

reveals that the County has raised issues that are both complex and novel. In post-heming 

brief, the County argues that the local ordinance infringes on its authority under Article 11 

of the California Constitution to determine its employees' compensation; however, a review 

of the language of Article 11 does not lead inexorably to that conclusion. For example, 

Section 4 of Article 11 provides: "County charters shall provide for: ... (f) The fixing and 
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regulation by governing bodies, by ordinance, of the appointment and number of ... persons 

to be employed. Article 11, Section 7 of the California Constitution also specifically 

provides that a county may make and enforce within its limits ordinances and regulations 

that are not in conflict with general laws. There is no language in Article 11 of the California 

constitution which addresses the legality or enforceability of a local ordinance that 

establishes a formula for ascertaining whether or not to administer annual base salary 

increases. Recognizing that the general language of Article 11 does not provide definitive 

support for its position, the County has looked for additional support in court decisions. 

Specifically, the County relies on the California Supreme Court's decision in 

Sonoma Cty. Org. Of Pub. Employees v. Cty of Sonoma (1979) 23 Cal. 3d 296 to argue 

that County Code section 3.12.040 is unconstitutional. In a case almost as old as Measure 

F, the Court examined the constitutionality of Government Code § 16280 (prohibiting the 

distribution of state surplus or loan funds to any public agency granting cost-of-living or 

salaiy increases over and above increases provided to state employees). There, a group of 

unions representing county employees principally argued that the statute was an 

unconstitutional impairment of contract (referring to the MO Us which provided for wages 

that, if paid, would conflict with the requirements of the statute). The Court was also asked 

to determine the question of whether Government Code § 16280 violated Article XI of the 

California Constitution because it interferes with the rights of chartered counties to 

determine the compensation of their employees through collective bargaining. Although the 

Court did find the challenged statute to be unconstitutional on multiple grounds, the 

consequences of the Court's decision was to enforce the terms of the negotiated MOUs and 

to invalidate a statute that would have otherwise penalized county employers by denying 

them funds designed to mitigate the effects of Proposition 13. 
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In County of Sonoma, the Court specifically found that there could be no doubt that 

there was a conflict between the challenged statute (which effectively invalidated wage 

increases that had been agreed to by cities and counties) and the ordinances or resolutions of 

the local agencies that ratified the agreements. Here, there is no such showing of a conflict. 

To the contrary County Code Section 3.12.040 and the negotiated agreements have co­

existed for a period of 44 years in harmony as both the local ordinance and successive 

MOUs have contained the identical base salary formula. Under these circumstances, it is 

doubtful that any coutt would conclude that the Supreme Court's decision in County of 

Sonoma compels the conclusion that County Code Section 3.12.040 is unconstitutional. 21 

The MMBA Preemption Argument 

As a threshold matter, the MMBA contemplates that as a statewide statute, it will 

coexist with charters, ordinances and rules of public agencies as reflected in the following 

language of Government Code § 3500 (a): 

It is the purpose of this chapter to promote full communication between public 
employers and their employees by providing a reasonable method of resolving 
disputes regarding wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment 
between public employers and public employee organizations. It is also the purpose 
of this chapter to promote the improvement of personnel management and 
employer-employee relations within the various public agencies in the State of 
California by providing a uniform basis for recognizing the right of public employees 
to join organizations of their own choice and be represented by those organizations in 
their employment relationships with public agencies. Nothing contained herein 
shall be deemed to supersede the provisions of existing state law and the 
charters, ordinances, and rules of local public agencies that establish and 
regulate a merit or civil service system or which provide for other methods of 
administering employer-employee relations nor is it intended that this chapter 
be binding upon those public agencies that provide procedures for the 
administration of employer-employee relations in accordance with the 

21 The County's reliance on San Francisco Labor Council v. Regents of Univ. of California 
( 1980) 26 Cal. 3d 885 is similarly unavailing. This case raises the issue of whether the Regents 
could be compelled to fix minimum salary rates for ce1tain employees at or above prevailing rates in 
accord with Education Code §92611. Since the California Constitution specifically provides that 
the University operates as independently of the state as possible and can only be regulated as 
specified in A1ticle IX, any attempt to analogize to this case is unlikely to be successful. 
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provisions of this chapter. This chapter is intended, instead, to strengthen merit, 
civil service and other methods of administering employer-employee relations 
through the establishment of uniform and orderly methods of communication 
between employees and the public agencies by which they are employed. 
Emphasis supplied. 

The above-quoted statutory language helps to explain why local ordinances continue to be 

applied to represented employees throughout the state of California. 

In post-hearing brief, the County takes the position that the MMBA preempts any 

local labor-management procedures which foreclose salary negotiations. This presupposes 

that the parties' repeat agreements to use the Measure F formula, as both a ceiling and a 

floor, foreclosed negotiations. This assumption is simply not accurate. As explained in this 

report, the paities, over the course of decades, have mutually agreed to use the same formula 

currently used by the Board of Supervisors to determine their own compensation. In 

advocating the principle ofMMBA preemption, the County cites two cases, i.e., Voters for 

Responsible Retirement. v. Bd. of Supervisors (1994) 8 Cal 4th 765 and City of Fresno v. 

People ex. Rel. Fresno Firefighters, IAFF Local 753 (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4th 82. Neither of 

these cases is squarely on point nor does either case provide unassailable support for the 

County's position. 

In Voters for Responsible Retirement, the California Supreme Comt concluded that, 

contrary to the contentions of both parties, Article XI, section 1 (b) of the California 

Constitution neither restricts nor secures the local right of referendum on employee 

compensation decisions. The Court further concluded that Government Code §25123 (e) 

(providing that ordinances relating to and other compensation of employees take effect 

immediately), read in conjunction with the MMBA, does restrict the people's right of 

referendum in a case in which the ordinance that would be the subject of the referendum 

specifically relates to the implementation of an MOU. 
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In Voters for Responsible Retirement, the Trinity County Board of Supervisors had 

approved a three-year MOU with various employee associations which included various 

changes to the retirement plan subject to completion of various statutory requirements, i.e., 

amendment of the County's contract with PERS. The Board subsequently approved the 

amendment of the contract through Ordinance 1161. Due to community concern that the 

new retirement plan created a financial burden on the County, the required signatures were 

gathered to challenge the ordinance through repeal or referendum. While the case does 

address to what extent the MMBA restricts the use of the referendum to overturn the product 

of negotiations between employers and unions (MOU provisions), it does not address to 

what extent an employer may unilaterally repeal a local ordinance which has for more than 

40 years served as the formula for base salary negotiations. 

City of Fresno raises the issue of whether a city may contractually agree, under a 

labor agreement between the city and its labor unions pursuant to the MMBA, to refrain, for 

the duration of the agreement, from exercising its right to propose charter amendments to the 

voters. In City of Fresno, a charter provision prescribed an eight-city fo1mula under which 

the council was required to set salaries for police officers and firefighters based on the 

average salaries paid to their counterparts in eight other California cities. Due to an 

unsuccessful attempt to repeal the charter provision under prior agreements and the 

continuing concern of both police and fire unions that a citizens' group might attempt to put 

the repeal on the ballot for a second time, the MOUs contained language providing for an 

alternative salary setting method in the event that the eight-city formula were to be 

eliminated by a vote of the electorate. The MO Us also contained a zipper clause requiring 

any party desiring to change a provision of the MOU during the term of the contract to 

request a meet and confer and further stating that a party may refuse a request to meet and 

confer if the matter on which negotiations was being sought was covered by the MOU, or the 

23 

PA 258



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

subject of a written proposal during negotiations. Thereafter, the City requested to meet 

with the unions to discuss a possible repeal. When the unions refused to meet, the City 

brought an action requesting an injunction and declaratory relief. 

Citing County of Sacramento v. Fair Political Practices Com. (1990), 222 Cal. App. 

3d 687, the comt initially observed that when a charter city legislates with regard to 

municipal affairs, its charter prevails over state law. However, as to matters of statewide 

concern, chmter cities remain subject to state law. Jn finding that the constitutional grants 

of authority to a charter city are not absolute, the court specifically stated: 

The Supreme Court has held on several occasions that these provisions must be 
harmonized with laws addressing matters of statewide concern. General laws 
seeking to accomplish a statewide objective may prevail over conflicting local 
regulations even if they impinge upon some phase of local control. Baggett v. Gates 
(1982) 32 Cal. 3d 128. 

Based on its reading of People ex. rel. Seal Beach Police Officers Assn. v. City of Seal Beach 

(1984) 36 Cal. 3d 591, the court concluded that to promote haimonious and stable labor 

relations (a matter of statewide concern), the City must meet and confer on charter 

amendments which involve a mandatory subject of bargaining and that once a city has 

bargained and agreed in an MOU to forego its power to propose amendments for the term of 

the agreement, the agreement is binding. 

In sum, City of Fresno does not suppmt the County's position that the MMBA, a 

general statute of statewide concern, preempts a more specific statute, i.e., Section 3.12.040 

of the County Code. Nor does it stand for the proposition that Measure Fis in conflict with 

the MMBA; that the MMBA supersedes the ordinance; or that Measure F is unenforceable. 

The Charter S11persessio11 Argument 

25 As the third prong of its argument, the County argues that its Charter, enacted in 

26 1980, supersedes Measure F insofar as the Charter contradicts County Code§ 3.12.040. 

27 Specifically, the County focuses on Charter Section 302 (b) which empowers the Board of 
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Supervisors to set compensation for County employees. This argument ignores the fact that 

County has an obligation under a statute of statewide concern (the MMBA) to bargain with 

the Union regarding not only compensation but other mandatory subjects of bargaining 

whether or not specifically authorized by the Charter. Stated another way, the power of the 

Board of Supervisors to "set compensation" (here through the bargaining process in 

accordance with the MMBA) does not negate either the Union's role in the negotiating 

process or the role of the electorate in repealing a voter-enacted ordinance. 

In sum, the issues around Measure F are novel and complex and the cited cases are 

not directly on point. Under these circumstances, litigation for both parties would likely be 

expensive and unpredictable and there could be unforeseen outcomes for both parties. 

The panel recommends changes to the Union's proposal. 

While the Measure F formula, as applied to base salary, has not resulted in 

uncontrolled or unsustainable costs, the issues sunounding Measure F have been the most 

contentious. For this reason, the panel questions whether the parties should agree to a date 

certain for submission of the ballot measure. In the interest of promoting harmonious labor 

relations, the panel recommends that the successor agreement commence on July 1, 2021 

and remain in effect for a period of five years, i.e., ending on June 30, 2026, and that any 

attempt (s) to secure a voter-enacted Charter amendment occur prior to expiration of the 

contract. The panel also recommends that, in order to foster collaboration between the 

parties, each of the parties agree to withdraw all pending unfair labor practice charges.22 

22 Since the Union's proposal contemplates that the parties will be working together to 
formulate the precise language of the Charter measure, the parties may wish to consider whether the 
the average wage derived from the comparators should be considered a salary minimum or "a floor 
and a ceiling." If the language provides only for minimums, with the opportunity to negotiate 
additional increases at the bargaining table, this would keep the automatic yearly increases 
(independent of the bargaining process) in effect but the County would have the freedom to 
negotiate what it regards as regionally competitive base salaries that exceed the minimums during 
the next round of bargaining. Thus, this approach may benefit both parties. 
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The recommended approach, i.e., letting the voters decide a contentious issue that 

the parties have been unable to resolve in bargaining, addresses the County's concern that 

the existing Charter, as amended in 1980, supersedes the local ordinance , as well as the 

Union's concern that the elimination of Measure F usurps the authority of the voters and 

invites litigation by citizen groups. When viewed in the entire context of the recommended 

te1ms of settlement, this is a reasonable pathway for the parties to work together to repeal 

the local ordinance and re-adopt the same base salary fo1mula, applied annually, as part of 

the Charter. 

While no one can accurately predict the outcome of litigation, the issues raised by 

the parties herein are complex and novel issues of first impression. These issues could take 

years to finally determine; have a real potential to further undermine the already strained 

relationship of the parties, and would likely prove very expensive to litigate. Taking these 

factors into consideration, the panel recommends adoption of the Union's proposal, as 

modified herein, because it places resolution of the Measure F issue in the hands of the 

voters and enables the parties to engage with each other in a more collaborative manner. It 

is also wotih noting that acceptance of the Union's proposal does not frustrate what the 

County has identified as its principal goals of avoiding uncontrolled cost escalation, 

achieving market alignment with neighboring counties, and promoting long-term fiscal 

sustainability. 

Tlte conversion of percentage pays to flat amount pays, as described herein, will bring tlte 
total compensation of bargaining unit members into closer alignment with tlte 
comparator counties. 

The panel has concluded that the bargaining unit is being paid at a rate that 

significantly outpaces the total compensation paid to other similarly situated employees in 

the Measure F counties and that deputy sheriff salaries have, particularly within the past five 

years, outpaced increases in the consumer price index. In comparing the impact of base 
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salary and percentage pays on total compensation, the panel has further concluded that the 

market position of the Union's members (21% ahead of the market) is a function of total 

compensation as driven by percentage pays, and not by base salaries. 

The position of the bargaining unit, vis-a-vis the Measure F counties, is largely a 

product of escalating percentage pays that are regularly paid to members of the bargaining 

unit, i.e., percentage pays that grow automatically with each annual increase. The panel 

distinguishes two special pays, i.e., Field Training Officer pay and night shift differential, 

because these special pays are paid on an intermittent basis. As to the two intermittent 

special pays, the panel recommends continuation of the status quo as neither FTO pay nor 

night shift differential have been shown to materially impact the County's goal of avoiding 

escalating future costs expected to become fiscally unsustainable. On the other hand, where 

the regularly paid incentive pays collectively represent approximately 50% of total 

compensation, the County's argument (that tying these pays to Measure F salmy increases 

has over-inflated special pays) is persuasive. In the panel's view, tying the growth of 

special pays to mmual base salmy increases amplifies the impact of the local ordinance and 

fuels the disparity in overall compensation between Placer County and the Measure F 

counties. 

In sum, the County's proposal to address this disparity by converting percentage 

pays to flat amounts, while at the same time increasing these pays on a one-time basis, is a 

fair and balanced approach to controlling future costs without adversely impacting current 

wages. The impact of the County's proposal to rein in escalating costs would be blunted if 

the panel were to accept the Union's proposal to change educational pays to percentage pays. 

The panel therefore recommends that the County's proposals be adopted with regard to 

Detective Pay, Career/Education Incentive (with the Union's proposed flat amount 
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payments),23 and Bilingual Pay. With regard to the intermittent pays, the panel recommends 

that the Union's proposals with regard to PTO Pay and Night Shift Differential be adopted. 

Under the circumstances presented here, the continuation of the Measure F formula 

in setting base salaries on an annual basis, along with the parties' joint commitment to 

submit a measure to the voters (that would repeal Section 3.12.040 of the County Code and 

enact a charter amendment that sets annual salaries using the Measure F formula) is the quid 

pro quo for the elimination of the lion's share of the percentage pays as proposed by the 

County. This compromise serves the interest and welfare of the public because it addresses 

the County's need for predictability in budgeting; maintains the predictability of annual base 

salary readjustments for Union-represented employees and brings bargaining unit members' 

overall compensation into closer alignment with the comparator counties. 

The panel recommends the Union's proposal for a 60 air-mile radius 

Two other special pays that are the subject of the dispute are the Tahoe Branch 

Assignment Pay and Longevity Pay. Where the Union conceded the issue of the 

requirement of a dwelling in the Tahoe area, allowing the Union a wider area for location 

of the dwelling is a reasonable compromise. This is especially true where the 60 air-mile 

radius proposed by the Union is designed to give officers more flexibility in selecting 

schools and housing which presents unique challenges in the Tahoe region. 

The panel also recommends adoption of the County's new longevity pay language and 
continuation of the status quo with regard to longevity pay amounts. 

With regard to Longevity Pay, the panel concludes that the language sought by the 

County is reasonable in light of PERS regulations and should be adopted. With regard to the 

Union's proposal to increase longevity pay, there is no sufficient showing that higher rates of 

longevity pay are warranted. 

23 Consistent with the panel's recommendation on the salary issue, the panel recommends 
28 the Union's proposed flat amounts as they reflect the Measure Fraise effective February 2021. 
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The panel also recommends adoption of County proposals 15 and 16. 

In its hearing presentation, the County presented unrebutted evidence that employer 

contribution rates are expected to increase dramatically in the coming decade and that to the 

extent that the County continues to fund a portion of EPMC on behalf of tier 1 employees, 

this burgeoning liability is exacerbated. While the County may have been willing at one 

point during the course of the negotiations to drop this proposal if other savings could be 

achieved, this does not alter the fact that implementation of the proposal would result in an 

immediate yearly savings to the County at a time when its liability for PERS contributions is 

increasing. The panel recommends that the County's proposal 15 become one of the terms 

of a final settlement of the contract. 

Similarly, the County's proposal to control the cost of its contributions to health care 

would result in an immediate savings at a time when the cost of health insurance is 

universally rising. While the panel has considered the burden placed on officers assigned to 

the Tahoe area, this evidence is not sufficiently persuasive to dissuade the panel from 

recommending that proposal 16 become a part of the parties' successor agreement. 

The panel recommends the continuation of existing language of Articles 6.2 and 6.10. 

The County's proposals 17 and 18 regarding dental and vision care are unrelated to 

cost savings. These requests for changes in language are deemed by the panel to be oflittle 

consequence to either party. The panel will therefore recommend a continuation of the 

status quo with respect to Articles 6.2 (Dental Insurance) and 6.10 (Vision) for the life of the 

successor agreement. 24 

24 In making this recommendation, the panel makes no finding regarding the Union's 
allegation that by insisting to impasse that the Union agree to a non-mandatory subject (reopener), 
the County has engaged in an unfair labor practice. In any event, ifthe parties were to accept the 
recommendations of the panel for settlement of the contract terms, this legal issue, like multiple 
other legal issues, would become irrelevant during the term of a five-year agreement. 

29 

PA 264



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

The panel does not recommend final and binding arbitration of discipline grievances. 

While the Union claims that administrative procedures before the Civil Service 

Commission do not provide the same level of fairness as final and binding arbitration by a 

neutral arbitrator mutually selected by both parties, there is no solid evidence that the system 

in place is not working to vindicate the rights of the Union's members who have been 

subjected to disciplinary action. No specific evidence was presented that would 

demonstrate that an inordinate number of cases are being appealed to court; that the hearing 

officers are biased or unqualified to decide disciplinary issues (that probably do not involve 

an interpretation of the parties' contract); that employees are being denied their due process 

rights; or that the existing system is riddled with delay or some other procedural unfairness. 

Under these circumstances, the panel recommends a continuation of the status quo with 

respect to the final appeal of disciplinary action as set forth in Article 11. 

The panel recommends final and binding arbitration of contract interpretation 
grievances. 

With respect to A1ticle 4, the panel recommends acceptance of the Union's proposal 

#2 with respect to a proposed change in the final step of the grievance procedure, i.e., from 

the filing of a formal complaint with the Civil Service Commission (the current final step) to 

final and binding resolution by a third party neutral (as proposed by the Union). As noted 

by Union President Noah Frederito in his hearing testimony, the parties have frequent 

disputes over the meaning of their contract. Unlike disciplinmy appeals, contract 

interpretation grievances may affect all or a substantial number of employees in the 

bargaining unit. Where the rulings of the Civil Service Commission are not final and 

binding and may be appealed to the superior court, the duration of contract disputes may be 

unduly prolonged, i.e., spilling over into a new contract cycle and bringing legal disputes to 

the bargaining table. 
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resolving disputes regarding the interpretation of collective bargaining agreements. In 

accord with the Union's proposal, the arbitrator is mutually selected by the parties from a list 

of qualified neutrals through an alternate striking procedure and the fees and expenses of the 

arbitrator, who makes a final decision, are shared equally by the parties. 

Here, the Union is not seeking a benefit that is rarely provided to other law 

enforcement groups. To the contrary, this is a benefit enjoyed by every agency that the 

County identified in one of its own surveys, as well as Measure F counties. The County 

objects to final and binding arbitration on the grounds that there is no showing of unfairness 

on the part of Sheriffs Department management. This argument ignores the fact that the 

Union seeks to transform what has essentially been a unilaterally imposed multi-level appeal 

process into a negotiated procedure for dispute resolution that is more streamlined. 

Submitting disputes over interpretation of contract provisions to an impartial third 

party neutral is a tried and tested method of dispute resolution in unionized settings that has 

worked well for decades. Just as submitting the Measure F formnla to the voters would 

serve to diffuse a continuing source of conflict between the pmiies, submitting contract 

interpretation disputes to a third party neutral would provide qnicker solutions to conflicts, 

as well as reasoned decisions by mutually selected professional contract readers. During a 

contract cycle in which the Union is being asked to surrender significant economic 

enhancements, final m1d binding arbitration of contract interpretation grievances is an 

appropriate trade-off for concessions on special pays and benefit costs. 

There are compelling reasons for adoption of the Union's proposal 13 as modified. 

Letters of warning and counseling memoranda need not remain active for an 

indefinite period of time as a permanent stain on the employee's reputation. The purpose of 
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counseling and low-level discipline is not to punish the employee for an indeterminate 

amount of time but rather to correct performance deficiencies. After an employee has 

brought performance into line with management expectations and has received no corrective 

action or warning letter for a two-year period, the employee deserves to be afforded a 

meaningful opportunity for career growth and development, i.e., an opportunity that could 

be denied based on stale documentation that remains in files reviewed by the employee's 

superiors. A two-year period is long enough to provide positive assurances to the County 

that an employee has chosen a new direction consistent with management expectations. 

Expunging low level discipline and counseling memoranda, after at two-year period with no 

corrective actions or warning letters, is extremely unlikely to expose the County to liability. 

The panel recommends adoption of a more simplified version of the Union's 

proposal to contain the following language: 

Counseling memoranda are to be removed from divisional files after two years 
during which the employee receives no subsequent counseling memorandum. 

Documentation regarding verbal warnings or letters of warning are to be removed 
from personnel files after two years during which the employee receives no 
subsequent documented verbal warnings or letters of warning. 

This language provides a strong incentive for employees to avoid counseling or discipline, in 

order to remove obstacles to career advancement, and would be of benefit to both parties. 

The Catastrophic Leave Proposal was not fully vetted during bargaining. 

The panel recognizes that there is a fairness issue with regard to leave donations 

when an employees sick leave is restored pursuant to Workers' Compensation; however, it is 

unclear to the panel what specific tax issues would preclude an adjustment of leave balances 

under these circumstances. The panel therefore recommends that the patties agree to seek 

clarification from the auditor as to how this inequity might be corrected, whether the 

catastrophic leave is used or unused, without exposing the County or any party to tax 
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liability. Clarification of this issue would also facilitate leave donations (a practice that both 

parties support) in a manner that would benefit both parties. 25 

CONCLUSION 

The panel has determined that in accordance with the statutory criteria, this 

recommendation supports the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of 

the public agency, addresses the long history of a base salaiy formula applied annually, 

considers both parties' proposals in light of wage comparability and the cost of living, and 

takes into account the overall compensation of unit employees. Additionally, the proposed 

settlement generates both immediate and long term cost savings while, at the same time, 

preserving a longstanding economic benefit (the annual base salary formula applied per 

contract and local ordinance), i.e., a benefit of huge significance to the Union and its 

members. The proposed settlement also keeps in place a benefit endorsed by current Sheriff 

Bell and former Sheriff Bonner and considered by Union witnesses to be an essential feature 

of the recruitment program. Equally significant, the proposed settlement places the most 

divisive issue in these negotiations in the hands of the voters, puts an end to contentious 

legal disputes for the duration of a five-year contract, and promotes labor peace and 

harmony. Finally, the adoption of final and binding arbitration of contract interpretation 

disputes strikes a balance between cost-saving concessions and non-economic improvements 

and recognizes the Union as an equal partner in the dispute resolution process. 

Based on its findings and conclusions, the panel recommends terms of settlement as 

set forth in this report and as summarized in Exhibit "A" to this report. 

Ill 

SEE SIGNATURES OF MEMBERS OF THE PANEL ON NEXT PAGE 

25 The panel also recommends that all of the tentative agreements under Tab 26 of the Joint 
28 Exhibits be included in the successor MOU. 
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Dated: g· ~Jt)I ~· I 

Dated: 

Dated: b;z I (z I 

Attachment: 

CATHERINE 

--.IA.NE CHRISTENSON 
Employer Panelmember 

I concur D 

l dissent O 

I concur .IQ, 

I dissent 0 

Exhibit "A" (Summary of Tenns of Recommended Settlement) 

34 

PA 269



2 

3 

essential feature of the recruitment progmm. Equally significant, the proposed settlement 

places the most divisive issue in these negotiations in the hands of the voters, puts an end to 

contentions legal disputes for the duration of a five-year contract, and promotes labor peace 
4 

5 

6 

and harmony. 

Based on its findings and conclusions, the panel recommends terms of settlement as 

7 set forth in this report and as summarized in Exhibit "A. " 

8 

9 
Dated: 

10 

11 

i} 1i)'2.-; 12 
Dated: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Dated: Dated: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 Attachment: 

- CA THE[UNE HARRIS, CHAIRPERSON 

~1Ci~~·~,O-N~-~~-
(}{t~;~loyer Panehnember 

I concur 0 
I dissent iii/ 

JASON FERRAN 
Union Panelmember 

I concur 0 
I dissent 0 
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Fact-:Finding Hearing with the County of Placer 
& the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 

PERB Case No. SA-IM-220-M 

Placer County Panel Member 
Jane Christenson, Assistant County Executive Officer 
Auburn, California 

Dissent and Concurrence to the Fact-Finding Report and Recommendations 

As the representative for the County of Placer (County) to the Fact-Finding Panel, I 
respectfully dissent & concur with the recommendations contained in the Fact-Finder's Report & 
Recommendations (Report), as described below. Over the past two years, the County has tried in 
good faith to reach an agreement with the DSA to help achieve the following three goals: ( l) 
avoid uncontrolled cost escalation, (2) reach market alignment with its neighboring Counties; 
and (3) promote the County's long-term fiscal sustainability. To further these goals, the County 
sought a three-year agreement, in which the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
("DSA") would receive a combined 12.75% base salary increase. This increase would 
represent an approximate $5.6 million investment into public safety over the next three years in 
base salaries. 

However, despite the County's good faith efforts to reach an agreement with the DSA, 
the parties remain at impasse in negotiations. The Report's recommendations do not adequately 
address the County's primary concern: the need to negotiate salaries with the DSA and to 
repeal the statutoty salary setting formula commonly referred to as "Measure F." Primarily for 
this reason, I am providing the following dissent and concurrence. 

1. The County Should Bargain Salaries for DSA Members and Repeal Measure F 

Consistent with the California State Constitution, the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act, and the 
Placer County Charter, the County seeks to exercise its legal right to negotiate salaries with the 
DSA. The vast majority of public entities in California establish salaiy increases through this 
same negotiation process. Further, all other County represented bargaining units also establish 
their salaries increases through negotiations. Previously, it was thought that Measure F would 
ensure that employees compensation remain at market. However, Measure F has caused DSA 
employees' total compensation to be as much as 21 % above the market due to the 
compounding effect of Measure F and other provisions of the current agreement. 

These escalating salaries have created significant fiscal challenges that require that the 
County take decisive steps to remedy. The County estimates that the uncontrolled costs are a 
direct result from Measure F and the existing agreement. The County projects that based on 
current trends, the unassigned General Fund Balance will be $-22.1 million by 2025, and $-63.1 
million by 2030. If unchecked, the County would have to respond to these deficits with layoffs 
or cuts to public services. While the Report recommends that Measure F be submitted to the 
voters as a charter amendment, the County seeks to repeal the measure to remedy the County's 
long-term fiscal deficits and to bargain salary increases as it does with all other represented 
bargaining units, in keeping with the Charter authority approved by Placer voters. 
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2. The County Should Convert DSA Specialty Pays to Flat Dollar Amounts 

I generally agree with the factual findings and recommendations contained in the Report 
regarding convetting specialty pays to flat dollar amounts. While I disagree that this alone is 
sufficient to address the County's projected deficits, I concur that converting the percentage­
based amounts to set dollar amounts is an important step to addressing the County's looming 
fiscal challenges. 

3. The Report Should Recommend the County's Proposal for Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Pay. 

The County provides Tahoe Branch Assignment Pay to help offset the increased cost of 
living in the Tahoe Basin area. The Couuty sought to clarify that employees must live within 50 
driving miles in order to qualify for the pay. During the Fact-Finding hearing, the DSA 
incorrectly asserted that the County's proposal was too restrictive because it limits the DSA 
members from receiving the incentive while living in Reno or Sparks, Nevada. However, the 
County directly disputed this asse1tion by providing a coverage map that clearly shows that both 
the city of Reno and Sparks are covered by the County's proposal. 

The Report recommends that "Tahoe Branch Assignment Pay" be provided to employees 
who live beyond the cities of Reno or Sparks, which are already outside the Tahoe Basin area. 
Essentially the report would provide a Tahoe cost-of-living windfall to DSA member who live 
outside the higher cost area but would continue to receive the increase in compensation. 

4. The County's Proposal to Clarify Current Practice Regarding Longevity Should 
be Adopted. 

I concur with the Report's recommendation that the County proposal 14 be adopted. This 
clarifying language was recommended by CalPERS during a prior audit of the Memorandum of 
Understanding. This is not a change in practice and will have no impact on employees. 

5. The County's Proposals Regarding CalPERS and Health Care Contributions 
should be adopted. 

I concur with the Report's recommendation that the County proposals 15 and 16 be 
adopted. These two proposals result in immediate cost savings for the County. County Proposal 
15 will require that "Classic" tier employees will pick up their full share of retirement 
contributions. This will result in an approximate $155,000 of annual cost savings for the County. 

Additionally, County Proposal 16 would require that the County's contributions towards 
health care be set at 80% of the PORAC plan. This would result in an approximate $255,357 of 
annual cost savings for the County. 

PA 272



6. The Couuty's Proposals Regarding Clean up Language Regarding Vision and 
Dental Coverage should be adopted. 

The Parties' agreement contains outdated language that states that employees shall have 
coverage for specific dental and optical items. These items are already covered under the 
Parties' dental and vision plans. Accordingly, the County seeks to remove unnecessary and 
outdated language regarding vision and dental care coverage. The County is not seeking to 
change its current practice or coverage, so I dissent from the Report's recommendations that the 
obsoleted terms should remain. 

7. The County Should Not Agree to Binding Arbitration. 

I dissent from the report's recommendations regarding contractual arbitration. The county 
does not provide contractual arbitration for this bargaining unit or any other county bargaining 
unit but uses a Civil Service Commission to evaluate these types of disputes. The Civil Service 
Commission consists of members of the public who live aud are active members of the 
community. I believe it is in the best interest of the county to have disputes resolved by 
individuals who are members of the public, rather than appointed individuals who may come 
from hundreds of miles and know nothing about Placer County. It is important to note this Civil 
Service Commission role was affirmed by the 2019 Charter Review Committee, as well as the 
voters of Placer County in a November 2020 election. 

Additionally, I respectfully disagree with the recommendation that the contractual 
arbitration process is more streamlined or expeditious than the Civil Service Commission. Please 
note no evidence was presented during the hearing to indicate that the cnrrent process is unduly 
delayed or backlogged. This is especially notable when contrasted with the considerable delay 
and cost experienced to date with an outside arbitrator. 

8. The County Should Not Agree to Purge Letters of Counseliug and Reprimand 
that a1·e older than two years. 

I dissent from the recommendation that counseling memorandum and letters of reprimand 
that are older than two years should be removed from supervismy files. Letters of counseling, 
instruction, and reprimand arc informal corrective actions taken to avoid future, and potentially 
more serious, misconduct. These written documents serve two important and distinct purposes: 
(1) they place the employee on notice of actions they need to correct; and (2) they document that 
the Department has taken con-ective or preventative steps. Removing or limiting these 
documents would create serious risk ofliability for the County and its taxpayers. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED CONTRACT TERMS 

1. Base salary-adopt Union proposal with panel modifications 

2. Special Pays-adopt County proposal with Union's method of calculating flat pays for 
Career Incentive Pays (except as provided in 3) 

3. Continue status quo with respect to FTO pay and night shift differential (with addition of 
side letter re: interpretation of Section 8 .11) 

4. Continuation of status quo with regard to education incentives 

5. Adopt County proposals 15 and 16 for control of benefit costs 

6. Adopt 60 air miles in lieu of 50 driving mils for Tahoe Branch assignment 

7. Continue status quo with regard to longevity pay rates but adopt County proposal for 
language change to reflect PERS regulations 

8. Continuation of status quo with regard to Article 6.2 (Dental Care) and 6.10 (Vision) 

9. Adopt Union proposal 13 (Personnel Files as modified by panel) 

10. Adopt panel proposal to seek clarification regarding tax implications of restoring unused 
or catastrophic leave 

11. Adopt Union proposal for final and binding arbitration of contract interpretation 
grievances 

12. Continue status quo with regard to disciplinary appeals 

13. Five-year contract 

14. Adopt all tentative agreements under tab 26 of joint exhibits 

Exhibit "A" 
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Before the Board of Supervisors 

County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: An ordinance implementing salary 
and benefits adjustments for employees represented by 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association.

Ordinance No.: 6105-B

Introduced: September 14, 2021

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer

at a regular meeting held September 28, 2021 . by the following vote:

Ayes: GORE, HOLMES, GUSTAFSON

Noes: JONES

Absent: WEYGANDT

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

^h^ir,C6oard of'tSupervisors

At

Clerk

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Page 1 of 3
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Section 1. This ordinance implements salary adjustments for employees represented by 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association (PCDSA) as set forth in Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

Section 2. This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption unless 
otherwise set forth in Exhibit A.

Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as an un-codified ordinance.

Exhibit A: Compensation Adjustments for Employees Represented by Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association

Page 2 of 3
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EXHIBIT A

SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
PCDSA represented employees shall receive general wage increases as follows:

• Deputy Sheriff Trainee
• Deputy Sheriff I
• Assistant Deputy Sheriff I 
e Deputy Sheriff II
• Chief Deputy Coroner
• Sheriffs Sergeant
• I nvestigator - District Attorney
• Investigator - Welfare Fraud/Child Support 1.41 %
• Investigator - Welfare Fraud - Supervising 1.41 %

1.09%
1.09%
1.09%
1.09%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%

HEALTH CARE
a. Effective January 1, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80% of the total premium for the PORAC 

health plan offered by the County.

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shall pay the difference through payroll deduction. 
Should employees select a health plan with lower monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the County, the County’s contribution shall be limited to the cost of the selected 
plan premium.

Page 3 of 3
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

In the matter of: An ordinance amending 
sections of Chapter 3 to implement the 
terms imposed on the Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

Ordinance No.: 6104-B 

Introduced: September 14, 2021 

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer 

at a regular meeting held September 28. 2021 , by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

GORE, HOLMES, GUSTAFSON 

JONES 

Absent: WEYGANDT 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That the following sections Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code are amended 
as set forth in Exhibit A , attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference: 

• 3.04.190 
• 3.04.280 
• 3.04.290 
• 3.08.1020 
• 3.12.020 
• 3.12.040 
• 3.12.060 
• 3.12.080 
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Section 2. This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption. 

Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as a codified ordinance. 
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EXHIBIT A 
3.04.190 Work required of employees. 

A General, Professional and Deputy Sheriffs Units. Except as may otherwise be provided, an 
employee who occupies a full-time, permanent position shall work forty (40) hours in each workweek. 

B. General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7J Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7J 

exemption shall be on an eight-hour day, eighty (80) hour work period for purposes of overtime. 

C. General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7K 

exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime. 

D. PPEO. Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) 

shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14) day work period, consistent with the county's pay period 

schedule. Time worked in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be compensated at 

time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half, pursuant to the PPEO MOU. Within 

such work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff's office and 

district attorney's office. 

E. Deputy Sheriffs' Association. Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLSA) shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14)-day work period, 
consistent with the county's pay period schedule. Time worked in excess of an employee's 
regularly scheduled shift or in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be 
compensated at time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half. Within such 
work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff's office and 

district attorney's office. 

€f. Deputy Sheriffs Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the 
FLSA 7K exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime when 

working voluntary shifts. Mandatory overtime in excess of the forty (40) hour workweek shall be 

compensated at time and one-half. 

Sworn personnel assigned to the corrections division may be assigned rotating workweeks of thirty-six 

(36) hours and forty-four (44) hours. This would be accomplished by working three twelve (12) hour days 
with four days off, followed by three twelve (12) hour days and one eight-hour day with three days off, 
which would result in one hundred sixty (160) hours of scheduled work in a twenty-eight (28) day cycle. 

Officers assigned to this shift shall not be entitled to overtime for the hours worked in excess of forty 

(40) per week which are used to complete the work cycle. 

For purposes of implementing the "3-12" shift, personnel shall only be assigned to the permanent 

twelve (12) hour shift at the start of a pay period and transferred off the "3-12" at the close of a pay 

period. 

FG. Each employee shall be entitled to take one fifteen (15) minute rest period for each four hours 

of work performed by such employee in a work day (i.e., two fifteen (15) minute breaks for work days that 

consist of eight, nine or ten (10) hour shifts, and three fifteen (15) minute breaks for employees on twelve 

(12) hour shifts). If not taken, such rest period is waived by such employee. 

G!f. PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees-Extended Work Assignments. Except for a 

declared emergency, an employee who has worked sixteen (16) consecutive hours must be allowed a 

minimum of eight hours off before being required to return to work. An employee shall suffer no loss of 

pay nor shall there be a deduction from the employee's leave balances if this eight (8)-hour period 

overlaps with the employee's normal shift. (Ord. 5991-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 5683-B § 3, 2012; Ord. 5531-B, 

2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.201) 
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3.04.280 Overtime-Call-back duty. 

A. PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees. 

1. When an employee is called back to work after they have completed an assigned shift, the 

employee shall receive a minimum of two hours of call-back pay at one and one-half times the 

employee's hourly rate. Time worked for which the employee is entitled compensation shall include 

reasonable travel to the worksite. 

2. Call-back pay shall not apply to situations where the employee has been retained on duty by the 

employee's supervisor beyond the end of the employee's shift. 

3. Call-back pay at the minimum rate of one hour at one and one-half times the employee's hourly 

rate shall apply to those situations where an employee performs authorized work on behalf of the county 

without being required to physically return to work. 

4. Multiple calls to the employee within a sixty (60) minute period beginning with the first call, in the 

same hour, shall be paid as a single call-back pay period. 

B. Deputy Sheriffs Unit Court Appearances. 

1. When an employee is required to appear in court in connection with their job duties on their 

regular day off, such employee shall be entitled to overtime. The minimum overtime to which such 

employee is entitled shall be tl=!fee four hours at time and one-half. 

2. When an employee is scheduled for a court appearance on their day off and the court 

appearance is canceJled after six p.m. the day prior to the scheduled appearance, they shall receive two 

hours' pay at their overtime rate. (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5740-B § 3, 2014; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 

5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; prior code § 14.218) 

3.04.290 Overtime-Stand-by duty. 

A. Stand-by duty requires the employee so assigned: 

1. To be ready to respond to calls for service; and 

2. To be reachable by telephone or radio; and 

3. To refrain from activities which might impair his or her ability to perform his or her assigned 

duties. 

B. Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a department head, or designated representative. 

C. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association, stand-by duty 

shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding bel\Yeen the county and the 

PCDSA at a flat rate of twenty-seven dollars ($27 .00) for weekdays and thirty dollars ($30.00) for 

weekends and holidays, for eight hours (one normal shift) of stand-by duty, or any portion thereof, 

and shall be paid in the pay period it is earned. Weekdays are defined as Monday 12:01 a.m. 

through Friday midnight. Holidays are defined as the County declared holiday from 12:01 a.m. to 

midnight. 

D. For employees represented by Placer Public Employees Organization (PPEO), stand-by duty 

shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and PPEO. 

E. Stand-by duty and stand-by compensation shall not be deemed overtime compensation for 

purposes of Section 3.04.230. (Ord. 5879-B § 1, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 2, 2016; Ord. 57 49-B § 1, 2014; 

Ord. 5747-B § 1, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 4, 2014; Ord. 5700-B § 7, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 6, 2012; Ord. 5478-

B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; prior code§ 14.220) 

3.08.1020 Fitness for duty evaluation during employment. 
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A. When, in the judgment of the appointing authority, an employee's health, or physical or mental 
condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate his or her the employee's capacity to perform the duties 
of his or her their position, the appointing authority shall require the employee to undergo a fitness for 

duty medical or psychological evaluation. Such evaluation shall be by a physician or psychologist 
selected by the county. 

8. The examining physician or psychologist shall state whether, in his or her their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position. Such determination 

shall be based upon the essential job duties/functions and the diagnosis or injury/illness, and whether the 

employee's condition can be remedied within a reasonable period of time. 

C. If the examining physician or psychologist finds the employee unfit to perform the essential job 
duties/functions of his or her the position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) calendar days after 

notification of the determination, submit a written request to the county disability management 

administrator to provide additional information to the examining physician or psychologist for review. 

The additional information provided must be relevant to the nature and extent of the medical condition(s) 

which relates to the employee's inability to perform essential job duties/functions. All costs associated 

with obtaining/providing additional medical information relating to this appeal are the financial 
responsibility of the employee. 

D. Further medical information provided by the employee will then be submitted directly to the 
examining physician or psychologist who completed the initial review. The physician or psychologist 
will review the additional information and determine whether or not the employee can properly perform 

the essential job duties/functions of his or her the position. The employee shall not be entitled to a second 

evaluation by another physician or psychologist. (Ord. 5700-B § 31, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 38, 2012; Ord. 

54 78-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.1971) 

3.12.020 Classified service-Salary and benefits notations.-
1. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Association (PCDSA) floating 

holiday shall be taken within the calendar year granted and shall not carry over from year to year. Unused 

holiday time will not be compensated upon termination. 

2. Uniform Allowance-Sworn Peace Officers. 

Deputy Sheriff I 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Sheriffs Captain 

Sheriffs Lieutenant 

Sheriffs Sergeant 

a. If required by the county to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties, a uniform allowance 

shall be paid on a biweekly basis. This shall not affect reserve deputies, honorary deputies and other 
county officers and employees deputized for special purposes. New employees will be advanced the first 

year's uniform allowance in their first full paycheck and receive uniform allowance on a biweekly basis 

upon their first-year anniversary. 

b. The uniform allowance is one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year for Auburn area 

and one thousand two hundred fifteen dollars ($1,215.00) per year for Tahoe area. 

c. Employees appointed or reassigned to Dutch Flat or Foresthill resident deputy or to any position 

east of Serene Lakes shall receive a· one-time winter clothing stipend in the amount of two hundred fifty 

dollars ($250.00). 

d. If purchase of the campaign hat is mandatory, the sheriffs department will pay for the cost of the 

hat and will reimburse association members immediately upon provision of a receipt. 
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3. Career and Education Incentive. Full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall be 
eligible for the career and equcation incentive: 

Deputy Sheriff I 

Deputy Sheriff 11 

Investigator-District Attorney 

Investigator-Supervising District Attorney 

Investigator-Welfare Fraud 

Investigator-Welfare Fraud-Supervising 

Sheriffs Captain 

Sheriffs Lieutenant 

Sheriffs Sergeant 

a. Basic POST. 

i. For employees represented by the PCDS.A., Basic POST pay shall be pursuant to the terms of 

the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDSA. 

a.a,. Intermediate POST. 

i. For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Association (PCLEMA), 

compensation for POST intermediate certificate shall be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of 

Understanding between Placer County and the PCLEMA. 

ii. For employees represented by the PCDSA, Intermediate POST pay shall be pursuant to the 

terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDSA.as follows: 

Deputy Sheriff I $735/month 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Sheriff's Sergeant 

Investigator - District Attorney 

Investigator - Welfare Fraud 

Investigator - Welfare Fraud - Supervising 

b.G:- Advanced POST. 

$1,030/month 

$1,225/month 

$1,285/month 

$1,285/month 

$1,385/month 

. i. For employees represented by PCLEMA, compensation for POST advanced certificate shall be 

pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCLEMA. 

ii. For employees represented by the PCDSA, Advanced'. POST pay shali be pursuant to the terms 
of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDS.A..as follows: 

Deputy Sheriff I $1,040/month 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Sheriff's Sergeant 

Investigator - District Attorney 

Investigator - Welfare Fraud 

Investigator - Welfare Fraud - Supervising 

$1,460/month 

$1,735/month 

$1,825/month 

$1,825/month 

$1,960/month 

c.a. Full-time permanent employees represented by the PCDSA or PCLEMA will be eligible for 

educational incentive pay. To be eligible for educational incentive pay the degree must be from an 
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accredited college, consistent with the human resources department practices in determining validity of 
the college and degree. Employees must present evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, which shall determine and certify whether 

employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

i. For employees represented by the PCDSA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 

BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer 
County and the PCDSA.follows: 

Associate degree {AA) 

Bachelor's degree (BA) 

Master's degree {MA) 

$100/pay period 

$125/pay period 

$175/pay period 

ii. For employees represented by the PCLEMA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 

BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County 

and the PCLEMA. 

d.e:. Employees may not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree. The 

payments are not cumulative and only one degree qualifies for payment. 

4. Uniform Allowance-PPEO Represented Employees. Uniform allowances shall be processed as 

a non-reimbursable, taxable, bi-weekly pay in accordance with procedures established by the Auditor 

Controller's office. 

a. Seven Hundred Fifty Dollar ($750.00) Allowance. An annual uniform a llowance for employees 
who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid for the following class 

series in the amount of seven hundred fifty dollars ($750.00) per year: 

Administrative Clerk 

Administrative Legal Clerk 

Accounting Assistant 

Public Safety Dispatcher 

Probation Department Staff Services Analyst 

Probation Assistant 

Probation Department Information Technology 

Probation Department Executive Secretary 

Probation Department Administrative Technician 

Animal Care Attendant 

b. One Thousand Sixty-Five Dollar ($1,065.00) Allowance. An annual uniform allowance for 
employees who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid, for the 

following class series, in the amount of one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year: 

Agricultural and Standards Inspectors 

Animal Control Officer 

Community Service Officer 

Correctional Officer 

Environmental Health Specialists 

Environmental Health Technical Specialists 
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Environmental Health Technicians 

Evidence Technician 

Deputy Probation Officers - Field 

Deputy Probation Officers - Institution 

Investigative Assistant 

5. Family and Children's Services (FACS) Unit Pay. Designated employees shall be paid five 
percent if they have been assigned to field activities of the Family and Children 's Services (FACS) Unit or 

perform after hours responsibilities related to emergency child protective duties. 

6. Special Teams Pay-Sworn Peace Officers. Special pay will be as follows for those employees 
assigned to the following special teams without regard to call-out: 

a. Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 

b. Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay for employees represented by the 
PCDSA and assigned by the Sheriff to the following special teams, without regard to call out, shall 
be: shall be as set f-Orth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the PCDSA 

i. Special Enforcement Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
ii. Certified Divers Pay of $150.00 per month. 
iii. Hostage Negotiations Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
iv. Explosive Ordinance Detail pay of $150.00 per month. 
v. Air Support Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
vi. Detective Division Premium Pay of $51 O per month for employees designated by the 

Sheriff to work in the Investigations Division or by the District Attorney to work in an 
undercover capacity. 

7. Cell Extraction Response Team (CERT) Pay-PPEO Correctional Officers. The county will pay 

one hundred twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per month special team pay for those correctional officers 
assigned by the sheriff to participate on the CERT Team. 

8. Night Shift Differential. 

a PPEO General and Professional Units and Confidential Employees. 

i. For the purposes of this subsection, "regularly assigned to work," means the hourly work 
schedule assigned to each employee. 

ii. All employees regularly assigned to work fifty {50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half percent of base 
pay for all hours worked. 

iii. All employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 

hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall continue to receive the seven and one-half percent shift differential 
even when they work hours outside of the five p.m. to six a.m. time period. 

iv. All employees who are not regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours 

between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half 

percent of base pay for all hours worked between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. , provided the 

employee works a minimum of three hours between the period of five p. m. and six a.m., excluding any 

hours that are part of the employee's regular shift. 

b. PCDSA. Employees assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of the ir hours between the hours 

of five p.m. and six a . m. on one or more shifts shall receive a shift difffirential of seven and one half 

percent of base pay for all hours 'Norked. Employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more 

of their hours between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall continue to recei•,e the .seven and one half 
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percent shift differential even when they work shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential 

payments. Employees whose normal work shift does not qualify for night shift differential shall receive 
night shift differential when working a qualifying shift (fifty (50) percent or more of the hours are between 

the hours of.five p.m. and six a.m.)For the purposes of this section, "Regularly assigned to work" 

means the hourly work schedule assigned on a quarterly basis to each employee. 

i. Employees other than those regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift 

differential of $4.41 per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., 

provided they work a minimum of one hour during that time period. 

ii. Employees regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift differential of $4.41 
per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m.1 provided they work a 
minimum of three hours during the time frame. 

iii. Employees regularly assigned to work 50% .or more oftheir hours between the hours of 

4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.in. shall continue to receive the $4.41 per hour shift differential even 
when they work additional shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential 
payments. 

c. PCLEMA. Employees assigned to work a majority of hours of a regu lar shift (e.g. , five hours of 

eight) between the hours of five p.m. (Day 1) and eight a.m. (Day 2) shall receive a night shift differential 
of seven and one-half percent for all hours in that shift. 

9. Rain Gear. Once every three years, employees assigned to the following areas shall be provided 
with rain gear, including coat, pants and boots, as deemed necessary by the appointing authority: roads, 

utility service workers, building maintenance, document solutions, central stores, animal control officers, 

TART bus drivers, building inspectors, mini-bus drivers, park and grounds workers, communications, 

garage, engineering technicians (when assigned field inspection duties), environmental health workers, IT 

analysts, IT technicians, and deputy probation officers assigned to fie ld duties. The appointing authority 
can replace an employee's rain gear more often as they deem necessary. 

10. Supplemental Compensation-Declared Snow Shift Assignments. 

a. The county will pay an assignment differential of ten (10) percent of base salary to each 
employee assigned by the appointing authority, or designee, to perform snow removal duties. No 

employee will receive work out of class pay for the purpose of performing snow removal duties. 

b. The number eligible and time period for which such status is avai lable shall be determined jointly 
by the director of public works and the county executive office. 

c. Such compensation shall be in addition to any overtime to which the employee is entitled under 
the provisions of Section 3. 04.240, et seq. 

11. Bi-Lingual Pay. PPcO Represented, Management, Confidential, PCDSA Represented and 

PCLEMA Represented employees. Upon request of the department head and approval of the director of 

human resources, designated employees shall be paid an additional five percent of base salary for the 
use of a second language in the normal course and scope of work. Sign language shall constitute a 

second language within the meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures 
as defined by the director of human resources have been completed. 

i. PPEO Represented. Management, Confidential, Safety Management and PCLEMA 

Represented employees shall be paid an additional five percent (5%) of base salary. 

ii. PCDSA Represented employees shall be paid an additional $464 per month. 

12. Universal Technician Pay. Upon reques~ of the department head, and approval by the director of 

human resources, the county will pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, plus longevity if 

applicable, to employees who have been certified as a universal technician as required by40 CFR Part 

82, subpart F, and who are assigned duties in the department of facilities management that are consistent 

with that certification. 
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13. Tool Reimbursement. The following classifications shall receive a seven hundred fifty dollar 

($750.00) per year tool replacement allowance to be reimbursed quarterly in accordance with procedures 
established by the auditor controller's office. No more than one claim may be submitted for 

reimbursement in any calendar quarter. Classifications eligible for this personal reimbursement shall 
include:· 

11604 

11605 

11611 

11613 

11601 

Automotive Mechanic 

Master Automotive Mechanic 

Equipment Mechanic 

Master Equipment Mechanic 

Equipment Service Worker I 

11602 Equipment Service Worker II 

13302 Supervising Mechanic 

14. Jail Administrative Legal Clerk Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of 

base salary to each employee in the classification of administrative legal clerk-journey and _administrative 
legal clerk-senior who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail administrative legal clerk trainer. It shall 

be understood that the above-described training pay shall be paid to an employee only during the time 

assigned jail administrative legal clerk trainer responsibilities. Payment of said training pay to that 

employee shall cease at the time the sheriff terminates the jail administrative legal clerk training 

responsibilities or reassigns training responsibilities to another employee. 

15. Field or Jail Training Officer. 

a. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base salary $389 per month to each 

employee in the classification of deputy sheriff II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a field training 

officer or as a jail training officer; provided that not more than twelve (12} employees shall receive the 
said five percent pay differential at any one time. 

b. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base salary to each employee in the 

classification of correctional officer II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail training officer. 

c. It shall be understood that the above-described salary differentials shall be paid to an employee 

only during the time they are assigned formal field training or jail training responsibilities. Payment of said 
differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the field training 

responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

16. Public Safety Dispatcher Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base 
salary to each employee in the classification of public safety dispatcher II who is assigned by the sheriff to 

work as a dispatch trainer. It shall be understood that the above:described salary differential shall be paid 
to an employee only during the time they are assigned dispatcher trainer responsibilities. Payment of said 

differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the dispatcher trainer 
responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

17. POST Dispatcher Certificate Pay. Employees permanently allocated to the classifications of 

public safety dispatcher I, public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and dispatch 

services supervisor will be eligible for the following certificate pays: 

a. Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher intermediate certificate will be one hundred 
dollars ($100.00) per pay period. 

b. Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher advanced certi ficate will be one hundred 

twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per pay period. 

c. The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will receive 

only one rate of incentive pay for the POST certification. 
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18. Lateral Signing Bonus. Public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and 

dispatch services supervisor, applicants with prior dispatch experience who are hired into permanently 

allocated positions will be eligible for the following one-time incentives upon their initial hire to the county: 

a. An initial payment of one thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500.00) will be added to the first 
paycheck earned, and 

b. A second/final payment of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) will be paid out upon the successful 

completion of the entire probationary period as determined by the sheriff. 

19. PPEO Professional Unit, Confidential and Management. The county shall pay a differential of 

five percent of base salary to each employee who obtains a certificate as a certified public accountant 

and who, with the concurrence of the county executive officer, makes use of the CPA in the course and 

scope of their employment. 

20. Canine Pay. Sworn peace officers represented by PCDSA or PCLEMA and PPEO correctional 

officer classifications assigned by the sheriff or district attorney to the duty of supervision, care and 

feeding of a canine, as "canine handlers," shall receive canine pay of three hundred dollars ($300.00) per 

month. PCDSA Canine Handlers shall receive Canine Pay of five hours per 14-day work period, 
paid at the overtime rate of time and one-half the employee's base hourly rate of pay. 

a. All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine is to be provided at county expense. l t is 

agreed that care and maintenance includes: veterinary care necessary to prevent and treat injuries and 

diseases, annual physical examsi and inoculations. County-owned canines shall receive veterinary care 

from a county designated veterinarian. Canine handler-owned canines may receive treatment from a 

county-designated veterinarian or one of the canine handler's choosing. Veterinary expenses incurred 

through county-designated veterinarians will be paid by the county through direct billing by the 

veterinarian. Expenses incurred through a veterinarian of the canine handler's choice will be paid by 

reimbursement to the canine handler for receipted claims, provided that in no event shall reimbursement 

exceed the amount normally paid to a county-designated veterinarian for the same or similar service. 

Food for the canine will be provided at the expense of the county through an established blanket 

purchase order and policy developed by the sheriffs department. 

b. The county will provide for the replacement of the canine should it be disabled or killed as a 

result of a line-of-duty injury or accident at no expense to the canine handler. 

c. This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal monetary investment, 

duties and responsibilities of a canine handler, in light of the on-duty time already being provided and 

includes the time spent by the canine handler employee while off duty in the care and maintenance of the 

assigned canine, as well as reimbursement of canine related expenses. It represents good faith 

compensation associated with the daily care and maintenance of a canine outside the normal hours of 

work of the assigned canine handler employee during the month. The intent of this pay is to ensure 

compliance with all applicable state and federal labor laws, including, but not limited to, the Fair Labor 

Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. Section 201 et seq., and 29 C.F.R. Section 785.23. 

21. Jail Incentive Pay. 

a. The county will pay an assignment differential of five percent of base salary to each employee in 

qualifying jobs, assigned to report to and work within the jail facility on a regular full or part-time basis. 

The qualifying jobs are: 

Accounting Assistant-Entry/Journey/Senior 

Accounting Technician 

Administrative Clerk-Entry/Journey/Senior 

Administrative Legal Clerk-Entry/Journey/Senior 

Administrative Legal Supervisor 
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Administrative Secretary 

Building Craft Mechanic/Senior Building Craft Mechanic 

Client Services Counselor-I/II/Senior 

Client Services Practitioner-I/II/Senior 

Custodian-I/I I 

b. Senior administrative legal clerks assigned to work as shift supervisors will receive an additional 
five percent of base salary. 

22. LCSW/MFT/MFCC Pay. The county shall pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, plus 

longevity if applicable, to each employee in the classifications of client services practitioner I/II/senior and 

client services program supervisor, who obtains a certificate as a licensed clinical social worker (LCSW); 

marriage and family therapist (MFT); marriage, family, child counselor (MFCC); licensed professional 
counselor (LPCC); licensed psychologist (Ph.D. and Psy.D.). 

23. Work Boot/Safety Shoe Allowance. 

a. Each employee in the classifications listed below shall receive an annual work boot/safety shoe 
allowance of three hundred dollars ($300.00). The annual safety shoe allowance shall be paid in equal 

payments each pay period. Employees receiving such allowance shall be requ ired to wear work boots or 

safety shoes at all times while performing their job duties. 

Agricultural and Standards Inspector Jiii/Senior/Supervising 

Animal Care Attendant 

Animal Control Officer I/II/Senior/Supervising/Supervising Senior 

Assistant Road Superintendent 

Automotive Mechanic/Master Automotive Mechanic 

Building Crafts Mechanic/Senior/Supervising 

Building Inspector I/II/Senior/Supervising 

Bus Driver I/II/Senior 

Code Compliance Officer I/JI/Supervising 

Custodian I/I I/Senior/Supervising 

Emergency Services Specialist I/II/Senior 

Engineering Technician 1111 

Environ mental Health Specialist-Registered-Assistant/ Associate/Senior/Supervising 

Environmental Health Technical Specialist 

Environmental Health Technician I/II/Senior 

Equipment Mechanic/Master Equipment Mechanic 

Equipment Mechanic/Welder 

Equipment Operator/Equipment Operator-Senior 

Equipment Services Worker I/II 

Fleet Services Technician 

Information Technology Analyst I/II/Senior (Assigned to Telecommunications) 

Information Technology Technician I/II/Supervisor (Assigned to Telecommunications) 

Maintenance Worker 

Meehan ic-S upervising 
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Park and Grounds Worker/Senior/Supervising 

Road District Supervisor/Road District Supervisor-Senior 

Storekeeper 

Surveyor Assistant/Associate/Senior 

Traffic Sigri Maintenance Worker/Senior 

Traffic Sign Supervisor/Traffic Sign Supervisor-Senior 

Transportation Supervisor 

Tree Trimmer/Tree Trimmer-Senior 

Tree Maintenance Supervisor/Tree Maintenance Supervisor-Senior 

Utility Service Worker/Senior/Supervising 

Utility Operations Supervisor 

Waste Disposal Site Attendant/Senior/Supervisor 

Wildlife Specialist 

b. Administrative Dispatcher Assigned to Tahoe. Employees in the department of public works 
assigned to the classification of administrative dispatcher assigned to Tahoe shall receive an annual work 
boot/safety shoe allowance of one hundred fifty dollars ($150.00) per year. The annual work boot/safety 
shoe allowance shall be paid in equal payments each pay period. Employees receiving such allowance 
shall be required to wear work boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their job duties. 

24. Inmate Oversight Pay-PPEO Represented Employees. Inmate oversight pay shall be as set 
forth in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

25. Wellness lncentive-PCLEMA. Wellness incentive pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 

26. PPEO represented employees may receive a pay differential of two and one-half percent of base 
salary for special skill certification(s) and/or licenses. To qualify, the certification(s) shall meet the 
following criteria: 

a. Certification/license is for the performance of duties required by the county and approved by the 
employee's appointing authority and the county executive officer. 

b. Certification/license is for the performance of duties not specified in the employee's job 
classification and/or required as a minimum qualification. 

c. Certification/license must be required by the state of California or a regulatory agency in order to 
perform or oversee the duties. 

d. Certification/license must be renewable and be kept current. 

e. Certification/license duties are not already identified for additional compensation in the current 
MOU between PPEO and the county. 

The pay differential will cease under any of the following conditions: 

i. The employee's duties or work assignment change, 

ii. The certification/license is no longer necessary or applicable, 

iii. The certification/license is not used or required to perform the duties, or 

iv. The employee fails to maintain the certification/license. 

27. Building Inspector Certificate Pay. Certificates that are attained by employees in the 
classifications of building inspector 1/11, senior, and supervising, beyond those presented to meet the 

minimum qualification as stated in the class specifications shall be compensated at the rate of fifty dollars 
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($50.00) per certificate per month up to a maximum of two hundred dollars ($200.00) per month for each 
of the certificates listed: plans examiner, plumbing, mechanical, electrical (commercial or residential). The 

county will reimburse a qualifying employee for all initial exams and renewal fees associated with the 

above certificates for up to three exams per year. 

28. Undercover Pay. An employee within the following classifications designated by the sheriff and 
the chief probation officer to work an undercover assignment shall receive five percent additional 

compensation: 

Deputy Probation Officer 1/11 

Senior and Supervising Deputy Probation Officer 

29. Confidential Pay. Permanent employees in positions designated as confidential, as defined in 

the Placer County Employer and Employee Relations Policy, shall receive three and one-half percent 
additional pay. 

30. Licensure/Certification. Management employees in the health and human services department 

who possess and use specialty licensure or certification which is above the minimum qualification and 

used during the normal course and scope of their position will receive a pay differential of five percent of 

base salary; example, licensed clinical social worker (LCSW). 

31. Tuition Reimbursement. Pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth in the county's tuition 

reimbursement policy, classified management employees are eligible for tuition reimbursement in the 

amount of one thousand two hundred dollars ($1,200.00) per calendar year. PPEO and PCDSA 

represented employees may be eligible for tuition reimbursement pursuant to the applicable 
memorandum of understanding. 

32. 

ADMIN. 

CODE 

15585 

14210 

14207 

13545 

14202 

13522 

CLASSIFICATION TITLE 

Architectural Assistant l *a 

Architectural Assistant ll *a 

Assistant Surveyor *b 

Capital Improvements Manager *a 

Engineer - Assistant *b 

Property Manager *a 

13519 Utility Program Manager *b 

*a All employees in this class shall be paid at the corresponding step of the next higher salary grade 
upon presentation of the certificate of registration as a licensed architect issued by the California State 
Board of Architectural Examiners. 

*b The county will pay an additional five percent of the base hourly rate, plus longevity if applicable, upon 
presentation of a certificate of registration as a civil engineer or land surveyor issued by the California 
State Board of Registration for Professional Engineers.:. 
33. All pays listed in this section must meet the Cal PERS definition of special compensation to be 

considered reportable. Cal PERS solely determines whether any or all pays listed in this section meet the 

Cal PERS definition of special compensation for the calculation of retirement benefits. _The county is.not 

responsible for reporting any pays not determined by Cal PERS to be reportable. (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; 

Ord. 6062-B § 1, 2020; Ord. 5991-8 § 1, 2019; Ord. 5903-B § 2, 2018; Ord. 5894-B § 4, 2017; Ord. 5885-

B § 3, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 11, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 1, 2016; Ord. 5766-B § 1, 2015; Ord. 5740-B §§ 
15-18, 2014; Ord. 5719-B § 3, 2013; Ord. 5700-B § 37, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 49, 2012; Ord. 5608-B § 6, 

2010; Ord. 5597-B, 2010; Ord. 5572-8 § 17, 2009; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; 

Ord. 5472-B, 2007; Ord. 5451-B, 2007; Ord. 5448-B, 2007; Ord. 5447-B, 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 

5442-B, 2007; Ord. 5441-B, 2007; Ord. 5428-B, 2006; Ord. 5426-8, 2006; Ord. 5422-B, 2006; Ord. 5414-
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B, 2006; Ord. 5410-B, 2006; Ord. 5396-B, 2006; Ord. 5391-8, 2005; Ord. 5386-B, 2005; Ord. 5382-B, 
2005; Ord. 5379-B, 2005; Ord. 5372-B, 2005; Ord. 5363-B, 2005; Ord. 5361-B, 2005; Ord. 5349-B, 2005; 
Ord. 5343-B, 2004; Ord. 5337-B, 2004; Ord. 5336-B, 2004; Ord. 5334-B, 2004; Ord. 5314-B, 2004; Ord. 

5312-B, 2004; Ord. 5311-B, 2004; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5303-B, 2004; Ord. 5297-B, 2004; Ord. 5288-
B, 2004; Ord. 5286-B, 2004; Ord. 5281-B, 2004; Ord. 5279-B, 2003; Ord. 5267-B, 2003; Ord. 5263-B, 
2003; Ord. 5261-B, 2003; Ord. 5260, 2003; Ord. 5257-B, 2003; Ord. 5256-B, 2003; Ord. 5254-B, 2003; 

Ord. 5247-B, 2003; Ord. 5240-B, 2003; Ord. 5230-B, 2003; Ord. 5224-B, 2003; Ord. 5216-B, 2002; Ord. 

5215-B, 2002; Ord. 5205-B, 2002; Ord. 5203, 2002; Ord. 5197-B, 2002; Ord. 5194-B, 2002; Ord. 5193-B, 

2002; Ord. 5189-8, 2002; Ord. 5186-B, 2002; Ord. 5172-B, 2002; Ord. 5165-B, 2002; Ord. 5164-B, 2002; 

Ord. 5163-B, 2002; Ord. 5160-B, 2002; Ord. 5153-B, 2002; Ord. 5150-B, 2002; Ord. 5139-B, 2001; Ord. 

5138-B, 2001; Ord. 5137-B, 2001; Ord. 5115-B, 2001; Ord. 5099-B, 2001 ; Ord. 5100-8, 2001; Ord. 5107-

B, 2001; Ord. 5111-B, 2001; Ord. 5095-B, 2001; Ord. 5089-B, 2001; Ord. 5085, 2001; Ord. 5083-B, 2001; 
Ord. 5075-B, 2001; Ord. 5069-8, 2000; Ord. 5062-8, 2000; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 28, 

30), 2000; Ord. 5044-B, 2000; Ord. 5040-B, 2000; Ord. 5032-B, 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. A, D, F), 

2000; Ord. 5028-8, 2000; Ord. 5026, 2000; Ord. 5017-B, 2000; Ord. 5014-B, 2000; Ord. 4998-B, 1999; 

Ord. 4988-B, 1999; Ord. 4986-B, 1999; Ord. 4970-B, 1999; Ord. 4967-8, 1999; Ord. 4963-B, 1999; prior 
code§ 14.3000) 

3.12.040 Salaries Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiativeAII represented employees. 
Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California Constitution, Sections 302 and 604 of 
the Placer County Charter, adopted by the electorate on November 4, 1980, and California 
Government Code Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors shall negotiate and set 
compensation for all employees represented by PPEO, PCLEMA. and DSA. 

A. The board of supervisoFS shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum salaries for 

the Nevada County sheriffs office, El Dorado County sheriffs office, and Sacramento County sheriffs 
off.ice for eash class of position employed by said agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective JanuaPJ 1st of each year thereafter the board of 

supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of 13osition as 

set forth herein, and beginning the first 13eriod following January shall fix the average salary for each class 

of position in the Placer County sheriffs off.ice at a level equal to the average of the salaries for the 

com13arable positions in the Nevada County sheriffs office, El Dorado County sheriff's off.ice and the 
Sacramento County sheriffs off.ice. 

C. As used herein the term "com13arable class of 13osition" shall mean a grou13 of 13ositions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifications or duties or res13onsibilities using the following positions 
as guidelines: 

1. Corporal, sergeant, de13uty. 

D. The provisions of this chapter shall 13revail over any otherwise conflicting provisions wh ich may 
relate to salaries of county em13loyees or officers who are not elected by po13ular vote. (Ord. 6060-B § 1, 
2020; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5441-B, 2007; prior code§ 14.3005) 

3.12.060 Longevity pay. 

A. PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement Employees. 

Effective the first day of the pay period that includes November 1, 2019 and subject to the conditions 

specified herein, PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement 

Employees shall be eligible for longevity pay under one of the following formulas. 

1. Longevity Pay A. This category of longevity pay applies only to permanent employees who are 

already receiving longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. For this category, each permanent 

employee will continue to receive longevity pay, which is a one-time five percent increase, calculated 
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pursuant to subsection (A)(5). The basis to receive longevity pay will be determined by e ither one (but not 
both) of the following two formulas: 

a. The permanent employee has been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten thousand four hundred 
(10,400) paid hours (five years continuous full-time paid service) with Placer County. 

b. The permanent employee has worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours (10,400) paid 

hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of employment with 
Placer County. 

2. Longevity Pay B. This category of longevity pay applies to permanent employees hired on or 

before October 31, 2019, that have not qualified for longevity pay by October 31, 2019. For this category, 

each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) continuous paid 
hours calculated from the beginning of employment (ten (10) years of continuous full-time paid service) 

with Placer County shall receive as longevity pay a two percent increase, calculated pursuant to 

subsection (A)(5). Each permanent employee who has at least thirty-one thousand two hundred (31 ,200) 
continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment (fifteen (15) years of continuous full­

time paid service) shall receive as longevity pay a three percent increase, calculated pursuant to 
subsection (A)(5). This category of longevity pay shall be calculated on a cumulative basis to equal no 
more than five percent in total. 

3. Longevity Pay C. This category of longevity pay applies solely to retirees of the county with a 

retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier that were PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential 
and Unclassified, Non management Employees that had received longevity pay prior to his or her 

retirement. For this category, each retiree that received longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019, is 
deemed to have earned longevity pay under one of the following two formulas: 

a. The retiree was a permanent employee that had been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten 

thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with Placer County. 

b. The retiree was a permanent employee that worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours 
(10,400) paid hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of 
employment with Placer County. 

If the retiree had not received longevity pay prior to their retirement on or before October 31, 2019, this 

subsection does not grant or change the longevity pay status to the retiree as it applies only to retirees 

that had already received longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. 

4. PPEO represented, management, confidential and unclassified nonmanagement employees 

permanently hired on or after November 1, 2019, shall not be eligible for longevity pay. 

5. Longevity pay shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 

percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code, as 
applicable. 

6. For purposes of Longevity Pay A employees and Longevity Pay C retirees of the County with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier, an employee or retiree who took a voluntary demotion, 
transfer or reclassification to a lower salary grade is deemed to have the previously earned work hours at 

the higher salary grade count towards the longevity pay calculation in the lower salary grade. 

7. Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regardless of the reason, 

will not be included for purposes of determining eligibility for longevity pay under any of the longevity pay 
formulas. 

8. Eligible employees or retirees can qualify for longevity pay only pursuant to one of the longevity 

pay formulas. Once a longevity increase has been provided to an employee it will remain with the 

employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 
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9. Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date, will follow the 

reinstatement provisions found in Section 3.08.1150 for eligibility for longevity pay. 

10. Probation officer series employees who have received the ten (10) year and/or twenty (20) year 

longevity pay under the DSA MOU and subsection B of this section as of April 1, 2008, will continue to 

receive said pay in a grandfathered status. Probation officer series employees will follow the PPEO 

professional unit longevity provision if they had not received longevity pay as of April I, 2008. 

8. Deputy Sheriffs' Association and Safety Management. Permanent employees meeting the 

following criteria shall be eligible to receive two five percent increases, calculated pursuant to 

subsection(B)(3), which shall be referred to as "longevity pay." As to either step alternative, a break in 

service will result in a new calculation for a new five or ten (10) year period, and no service prior to the 

break will be counted as part of the new five or ten (10) year period. Extra help time and time off without 

pay will not be included as part of this calculation. Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or unpaid 

leave of absence will not constitute a break in service. Time off for these reasons will not count toward the 

completion of the required service time. 

1. Longevity Pay 1 (Five Percent). An employee is eligible for five percent longevity pay upon 

meeting the requirements in either subsection (B)(1)(a) or (b), but cannot earn both: 

a. Each permanent employee who has been at step 5 of their salary grade in the same 

classification for ten thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with 

Placer County shall be eligible. This special compensation is not reportable to Cal PERS. 

b. Each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) paid hours 

(ten (10) years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall be eligible. 

2. Longevity Pay 2 (Additional Five Percent for a Total of Ten (10) Percent). Each permanent 

employee who has at least forty-one thousand six hundred (41,600) paid hours (twenty (20) years of full­

time paid service) with Placer County, shall receive an additional five percent increase, calculated 

pursuant to subsection (8)(3). 

3. Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 

percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 of this code, as applicable. For 

safety management, classified and unclassified, longevity shall be applied to base hourly rate plus 

percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code and flat 

special compensation allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, 

undercover assignment, and wellness, as applicable. 

4. Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date will follow the 
reinstatement provisions for eligibility for longevity pay; within two years maintains prior eligibility; two 

years or more is treated as a new employee. 

5. Any form of overtime hours, extra help hours and time off without pay regardless of the reason 

will not be included for purposes of eligibility for longevity. 

6. Once such longevity increase (longevity pay 1 and 2) has been provided to an employee, that 

employee shall have no further right to a longevity increase. The longevity increase(s) will remain with the 

employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 

C. Elected Department Heads. Effective January 13, 2001, and continuing thereafter, elected 

department heads shall be eligible at the beginning of the first full pay period of the seventh year in office 

to receive a one-time five percent increase in their then current salary. This longevity pay shall be 

calculated only on a cumulative basis with any other longevity pays earned under subsection A or B. 

Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus percentage­

based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.030 of this code and flat special compensation 

allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, undercover assignment, and 

wellness, as applicable. (Ord. 6072-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5992-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 
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5740-8 § 19, 2014; Ord. 5683-8 § 50, 2012; Ord. 5627-B § 25, 2010; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 
5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 29), 2000; prior code§ 14.3050) 

3.12.080 Tahoe branch assignment premium. 

Employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional compensation: 

A. Confidential, Management, and Unclassified Employees permanently assigned to a position 
located in the North Lake Tahoe area and who reside within fifty (50) driving miles of the Placer County 
Tahoe Administrative Center, located at 775 N. Lake Blvd in Tahoe City, will qualify for the Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Premium. 

1. Effective the first pay period following July 1, 2019, Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium shall be 
eight hundred and seventy-five dollars ($875) per month. 

2. Employees will be required to request the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium and will need to 
demonstrate and certify residency within the specified areas. 

3. Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside in an area 
q~alifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

4. Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium at the time this ordinance is 
effective will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted and continuous duration of the 

employee's position in the North La~e Tahoe area. If an employee no longer occupies a position in the 
North Lake Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption of this 

I 

agreement, the residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 

5. Residency under this section shall be determined in accordance with California Government 
Code Section 244. 

B. For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Management Association, 
Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the county and the PCLEMA. 

C. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs AssociationPCDSA. 

!:. Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be as set forth in the Memorand1;1rn of 
Understanding between the county and the PCDSA eight hundred seventy-five dollars ($875) 
per month. 

2. Effective October 9, 2021, employees hired into or transferring into a position located in 
the North Lake Tahoe area and who have a primary residence or rent a dwelling within 50 
driving miles of the Placer County Sheriff's Office Burton Creek substation will qualify for 
the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

a. Employees will be required to request Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium pay and will 
need to demonstrate and certify residency or rental of a dwelling within the specified 
areas. 

b. Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside or rent a 
dwelling in an area qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay. 

c. Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay as of October 9, 

2021 will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted alid continuous duration 
of the employee's position in the North Lake Tahoe area, but if resuming a position in the 

North Lake Tahoe area after said date, the residency requirement of this section will apply 

to the employee upon re-occupying the same or different position in the North Lake 
Tahoe area. 

d. "Primary residence" shall be determined in accordance with the Government Code 
Section 244. 
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D. For employees represented by the Placer Public employees Organization, Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Premium shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and 

the PPEO. (Ord. 5986-B § 2, 2019; Ord. 5894-B § 6, 2017; Ord. 5885-B § 4, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 9, 

2017; Ord. 5835-B § 3, 2016; Ord. 5749-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5747-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 20, 2014; 
Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; Ord. 5309-B, 
2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 26), 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. E), 2000; prior code§ 14.3092) 
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MEMORANDUM
HUMAN RESOURCES

County of Placer

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors DATE: September 14, 2021

FROM: Kate Sampson, Director of Human Resources

SUBJECT: Deputy Sheriffs’ Association Compensation and Benefits Adjustments

ACTION REQUESTED
1. Conduct a public hearing to consider the impasse between the County of Placer and the 

Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

2. Adopt a resolution imposing the proposals from the County’s final position on December 
8, 2020 in negotiations with the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

3. Introduce an ordinance, waive oral reading, amending Chapter 3 to adjust the 
compensation and benefits of employees represented by the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

4. Introduce an uncodified ordinance, waive oral reading, adjusting the compensation and 
benefits of employees represented by the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

5. Adopt a resolution to implement the adjusted employee retirement contribution to the 
California Public Employees’ Retirement System for miscellaneous members represented 
by the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

6. Adopt a resolution to implement the adjusted employee retirement contribution to the 
California Public Employees’ Retirement System for safety members represented by the 
Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.

BACKGROUND
The Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (DSA) is the exclusively recognized 
organization representing approximately 250 employees including Deputy Sheriffs, District 
Attorney Investigators, and Sheriff’s Sergeants.  Pursuant to the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act 
(MMBA), the County engaged in good faith negotiations with the DSA in 2018 to develop a 
successor agreement to the most recent memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the 
parties, which expired June 30, 2018.  The parties were unable to reach agreement and the 
negotiations concluded with an agreement to begin new negotiations in 2019. 

Since embarking on a new round of negotiations in May 2019, the parties have held extensive 
meetings on a variety of proposals. The County’s overall goals for the process were:

1. To avoid uncontrolled cost escalation,
2. To better align with the labor market in neighboring counties, and
3. To promote long-term fiscal sustainability.

In furtherance of these goals, the County proposed a three-year agreement with a combined 
12.75% base salary increase, representing an investment of $5.6 million in base salaries alone.  
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The County also sought to convert percentage-based special pays to flat dollar amounts, in 
most cases at an increased rate. Additionally, the County proposed adjustments to healthcare 
and retirement contributions to better align with the benefits offered by most California counties.  

Discussion of the Impasse Issues and Proposals

Salaries
The County proposed the following adjustments to salaries over three years:

1. Effective February 2021, wages shall increase 4.0%.
2. Effective February 2022, wages shall increase 4.25%.
3. Effective February 2023, wages shall increase 4.5%.

The proposal represents a departure from wages determined by a formula, often referred to as 
“Measure F.”  On November 2, 1976, the voters of Placer County passed a local initiative 
sponsored by the DSA.  The Measure F initiative provided a required method for annually 
determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classifications. As will be discussed, 
the Measure F initiative of 1976 was superseded by a vote of the people in 1980 when the Placer 
County Charter was enacted by the voters.   

Despite being superseded, Placer County voluntarily implemented annual salary adjustments for 
the specified classifications according to the method set forth by Measure F since 1980. The 
Measure F formula requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable 
classes of positions in the three surrounding counties of El Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2) 
calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the 
Placer County comparable classifications at a level equal to that average. The Measure F formula is 
now codified as Placer County §3.12.040.

Over the past 20 years, the average annual salary increase for the DSA has been approximately 
3.9%.  As a result, salaries for this group have escalated at a rate 56% greater than the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) for the same time period.  This imbalance is reflected in the County’s per capita 
operating costs for public protection, which have nearly doubled since 1977.  The per capita 
operating costs for all other services provided by the County have remained relatively stable in the 
same timeframe, despite a reduction in revenue per capita of about 9%.

Looking forward, the County projects that salaries and benefits for the DSA will increase by at least 
33% over the next five years, which is an alarming trend when compared to the 15% growth 
projected for General Fund revenues during the same time period.  If the escalating costs are left 
unchecked, the County estimates a deficit of over $18 million in the Public Safety Fund by 2030.  
The expected impact of such a deficit would be a significant cost reduction in the form of layoffs or 
cuts to essential public services. For these reasons, the County seeks to negotiate guaranteed and 
sustainable wage increases in order to ensure fiscal sustainability for future generations.

62
PA 301



Honorable Board of Supervisors
September 14, 2021
DSA Compensation and Benefits Adjustments
Page 3

4
7
7

The County’s wage proposal demonstrates its commitment to its public safety employees because 
it exceeds CPI, neighboring jurisdictions’ wage increases, and even the historical average 
increases produced by Measure F.  In recognition that the DSA prefers the Measure F formula over 
negotiating a mandatory subject of bargaining, the County’s offer implements wages in excess of 
what the DSA would otherwise expect.  The DSA’s refusal of the offer is perhaps indicative of 
being misinformed regarding Measure F and the will of Placer County voters.

Measure F and the County Charter
On November 4, 1980, the Placer County electorate passed Measure K, establishing a county 
charter. The provisions of the charter are the law of the State and have the force and effect of 
legislative enactments.  In essence, the Charter is the constitution of the County and supersedes 
any law inconsistent therewith.  [CA. Const. Art. XI, §3(a)]1

By approving Measure K, the voters provided the Board of Supervisors (Board) with the following 
authority, in relevant part (emphasis added):

Section 301. In General. The Board shall have all the jurisdiction and authority which now 
or which may hereafter be granted by the Constitution and the laws of the State of 
California or by this Charter.

Section 302. Duties. The Board shall:

(a) …

(b) Provide, by ordinance, for the number of assistants, deputies, clerks and other person 
to be employed from time to time in the several offices and institutions of the County, and 
for their compensation.

Section 604. Continuation of Laws in Effect. All laws of the County in effect at the effective 
date of this shall continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary to the 
provisions of this Charter, or until repealed or modified pursuant to the authority of this 
Charter or the general law.

The Charter vests authority over the compensation of employees and existing local laws in the 
Board of Supervisors. Since the adoption of the Charter was subsequent to the 1976 election, 
Measure F and §3.12.040 were legally superseded by the actions of the 1980 electorate.  At 
minimum, a salary formula that leaves no discretion to the Board in setting compensation for its 
employees is inconsistent with the Board’s broad jurisdiction and authority granted by the Charter 

1 CA. Const. Art XI, §3(a) provides, in relevant part: “County charters adopted pursuant to this section shall 
supersede any existing charter and all laws inconsistent therewith.  The provisions of a charter are the 
law of the State and have the full force and effect of legislative enactments.”
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to establish compensation for county employees.  Additionally, the formula violates the California 
Constitution and the MMBA because it prohibits the parties from bargaining over base wages.

Beyond its legal failures, Measure F is unresponsive to the conditions specific to Placer County. 
The formula relies on decisions made by elected representatives in Sacramento County, Nevada 
County, and El Dorado County, which in turn uses a formula dependent on Amador County, the 
City of South Lake Tahoe, and the State of California’s Highway Patrol.  The DSA found Measure 
F unduly restrictive in both 2002 and 2006, when it requested voter approval to repeal the formula 
construct.  To resolve the issue, the parties instead developed compensation workarounds in the 
forms of special pays that lack transparency to both the public and job candidates.  Today, in a 
tightening labor market for public safety professionals, the DSA’s demand for status quo now 
prevents the Board from responding nimbly to current local conditions to meet the public’s 
expectations for top-tier public safety services.  

While the County and the DSA have voluntarily agreed to follow the salary-setting formula in the 
past, Measure F is increasingly outdated and no longer achieves market equity.  Public safety 
compensation was much simpler in 1976 and did not account for the myriad special pay elements 
and additional benefits afforded today’s DSA members.  In fact, Placer County’s deputy sheriffs 
receive a total compensation package that is 18-23% higher than in the surrounding jurisdictions, 
whose salaries drive the Measure F formula. 

These factors led the Board to introduce changes to compensation for public safety managers on 
December 15, 2020.  Chief among the adjustments was an amendment to §3.12.040 to exclude 
managers from the salary-setting formula. The Placer County Law Enforcement Management 
Association (LEMA) was subsequently recognized by the Board in April 2021, followed in quick 
succession by approval of an inaugural agreement between the County and LEMA on August 31, 
2021.  The MOU codifies salary increases identical to those offered to DSA.

Of note is the Board’s continued observance of the Measure F formula for DSA members in 
February 2021, while the parties participated in impasse procedures.  Since the formula called for 
employees to receive raises less than those offered in negotiations, staff recommends the Board 
consider imposition of additional wage increases for DSA members to bring the total increase for 
2021 to 4%.

Special Pays
The County’s proposals convert a variety of percentage-based special pays to flat dollar amounts.  
Impacted special compensation elements include:

 Bilingual Pay
 Training Officer Pay
 Detective Division Premium Pay
 Peace Officer Standards and Training Certificate Pays
 Night Shift Differential
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The amounts proposed were generally derived by calculating an amount equal to the highest paid 
eligible DSA employees’ percentage-based pay.  In the case of the most prevalent special pays, 
the flat amounts were also inflated by an additional ten percent.  While the additional value 
proposed by the County eroded due to automatic wage increases during impasse procedures, all 
but one of the flat amounts are still equal to or greater than employees’ current special pays.  The 
County’s position is not intended to be concessionary, but rather to provide the ability to negotiate 
increases in the future, as opposed to automatically escalating percentages with grave fiscal 
impacts.  Over time, the Board will have the option to consider the County’s alignment with the 
labor market in order to tailor its compensation package to the circumstances of the day.

Future Benefit Costs
The County’s position includes adjustments in the areas of pension and healthcare benefits to 
better align with industry standards.  

Escalating pension costs are well recognized as a concern for jurisdictions throughout California. 
Currently, the County is required to pay more than 46% of a safety employee’s salary to the 
California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) to fund retirement benefits. In a 
survey of surrounding county and city employers, Placer County is the only agency that also pays 
a portion of the employees’ share of pension costs.  While the law requires safety employees 
hired after 2012 to pay their fair share of retirement benefits, legacy DSA members have 4% of 
their 9% share covered by the County.  The County’s proposal seeks to increase employees’ 
responsibility for their share of these costs by 1.25% for safety members and 2% for 
miscellaneous members, which results in a continued benefit in excess of surrounding counties’ 
offerings, including all of those represented in the Measure F formula.

Another significant benefit expense is the County’s contributions to healthcare premiums. While 
the County currently pays 80% of nine different health plan options, its proposal is to limit this 
80% contribution to the most popular plans with the DSA membership. The County proposes to 
pay 80% of any plan with a premium less than or equal to the Anthem Blue Cross PORAC PPO, 
which is widely utilized by employees in the Tahoe region.  The majority of DSA members would 
experience no change in costs unless electing more expensive plans.  The proposed terms 
update this proposal to be effective January 2022, allowing DSA employees to consider any 
revised contribution amounts during the upcoming open enrollment period.  This adjustment still 
exceeds the healthcare offerings by other local counties, including all of those included in the 
Measure F formula.

Clarifying Language
The County proposes clarifying language to several provisions, including Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Pay, Longevity Pay, Dental Insurance, and Vision Care.  The purpose of the Tahoe 
Pay proposal is to compensate employees with a monthly incentive of $875 to offset housing 
costs in the Lake Tahoe area. The County’s proposal stretches to the more affordable Reno and 
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Sparks area, while the DSA proposes a 60-mile radius that nearly reaches Rocklin and Folsom.  
The remaining three clarifying proposals do not represent any change to current practice.

Although not at issue, the parties were unable to incorporate their tentative agreements on the 
following items into a successor MOU:

 Pre-Retirement Option
 Meal Reimbursement
 401(k) Contribution in Lieu of Health Insurance
 Organizational Leave – Release Time
 Fitness for Duty Evaluation During Employment
 Out-of-Class Pay
 Retiree Dental Insurance
 Fourteen Day Work Period
 Court Overtime
 Stand-By Pay
 Canine Pay
 Special Teams Pay

Impasse Procedures, Meet and Confer on Impacts, and Next Steps
The parties were not successful in agreeing to a new MOU and have now exhausted impasse 
procedures, including non-binding mediation and advisory factfinding. In addition, the parties 
have met and conferred on the separate issue of removing the superseded Measure F language 
from the County Code.  Upon reaching impasse and by agreement of the parties, the matter 
was submitted to the same factfinding panel that was convened for the impasse procedures 
arising from negotiations over a new MOU.  

The factfinding process, which took several months, was highly irregular.  Although appointed 
as a neutral party, the panel chairperson revised her recommendations to be increasingly 
averse to the County at least twice after the County declined to support her opinions and (at her 
request) provided a written dissent.  Although the State’s factfinding process is intended to 
mediate a compromise between two parties, the final report from the panel failed to facilitate 
agreement and contains incorrect and inappropriate legal opinions beyond the scope and 
authority of the chairperson.  The County filed a dissent to the factfinder’s recommendations 
and legal analysis.  Thus, the parties have concluded both the MOU negotiations and the meet 
and confer process as related to the repeal or amendment of Measure F.  

Accordingly, staff recommends the Board of Supervisors adopt a resolution imposing terms 
consistent with the County’s last negotiating position.  The additional proposed ordinances and 
resolutions serve to implement those terms, including amendment of the Placer County Code. 
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FISCAL IMPACT
During negotiations, the annual cost of the recommended terms for one year was estimated to be 
$1.7 million.  Since DSA members received wage increases in February 2021, along with 
automatic increases to percentage-based special pays, the additional cost to implement the terms 
is partially defrayed.  The current annual value of the recommended terms to the DSA is 
approximately $475,000. 

The costs resulting from the proposed actions will be absorbed within the impacted departments’ 
adopted Fiscal Year 2021-22 budgets.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 – Resolution Imposing Terms

Attachment 2 – Ordinance Amending Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code to Adjust DSA 
Compensation and Benefits

Attachment 3 – Uncodified Ordinance Adjusting DSA Compensation and Benefits

Attachment 4 – Resolution Implementing Adjusted Employee Pension Contributions for 
Miscellaneous Members

Attachment 5 – Resolution Implementing Adjusted Employee Pension Contributions for Safety 
Members

 

67
PA 306



Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

       Resolution No.: ____________ 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

_______________________________ 
Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association (DSA) represents 
approximately 248 employees including Deputy Sheriffs, Sheriff’s Sergeants, District 
Attorney Investigators, and Welfare Fraud Investigators; and 

WHEREAS, the DSA has been without a labor agreement since July 1, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, negotiations for a new contract were in progress since March 2018 and 
concluded with an agreement to begin new negotiations in 2019; and 

WHEREAS, after commencing a new round of negotiations in 2019 involving extensive 
meetings and a variety of proposals to further the County of Placer’s goals to avoid 

In the matter of: 

Imposed Terms to the Placer County Deputy 
Sheriffs’ Association. 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Attachment 1 – Resolution – Imposed Terms
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uncontrolled cost escalation, align with the labor market in neighboring counties, and 
promote long-term fiscal sustainability, the parties were unable to reach agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the parties exhausted impasse procedures including voluntary mediation 
with the Public Employment Relations Board’s Mediation and Conciliation Service and 
submission of the issues to an advisory factfinding panel consistent with the Meyers-
Milias-Brown Act without satisfactory furtherance of the County’s goals; and 

WHEREAS, County negotiators recommend imposing terms consistent with the 
County’s last negotiating position, proposed to the DSA on December 8, 2020. 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California, 
does hereby impose on the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association the provisions 
contained within the Imposed Terms to the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association attached hereto 
as Exhibit A. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County Executive Officer shall have the authority 
to determine and is directed to take all necessary actions to implement the provisions 
with the Imposed Terms to the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.  

Exhibit A: Imposed Terms to the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 

Attachment 1 – Resolution – Imposed Terms
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EXHIBIT A 

 

IMPOSED TERMS BY THE COUNTY OF PLACER 

TO THE PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFF’S ASSOCIATION (PCDSA) 

 

All items become effective the first full pay period after adoption by the Board of Supervisors 
unless otherwise indicated herein. 

 

1. SALARY INCREASES 
 

Deputy Sheriff Trainee    1.09% 

Deputy Sheriff I     1.09% 

Assistant Deputy Sheriff I    1.09% 

Deputy Sheriff II     1.09% 

Sheriff’s Sergeant     1.41% 

Investigator – District Attorney   1.41% 

Investigator – Welfare Fraud/Child Support  1.41% 

Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising  1.41% 

 

2. PERS PRE-RETIREMENT OPTION SETTLEMENT 2 DEATH BENEFIT 
 
The CalPERS Pre-Retirement Optional Settlement 2 Death Benefit for the local safety retirement 
formula beneficiaries has been implemented, which increases the death benefit for the surviving 
spouses of employees who die prior to retirement. 
 

3. MEAL REIMBURSEMENT 
 
The Department Head or designee must authorize all meal allowance expenditures in advance. 
 

a. Meal Allowance for Meals Directly Related to County Business.  Attending a breakfast, 
luncheon, dinner, or other meal meeting or gathering where the main purpose is to conduct 
business directly affecting the County, County business is actually conducted during the 
meal period, and there is some specific County business benefit contemplated by County 
employees at some future time. 
 
There must be a specifically identifiable reason for conducting the County’s business during 
the meal.  Examples of allowable business meals include when it is impractical to meet 
during normal working hours, or a meeting does not adjourn during lunch, or an employee is 
required to go to lunch as a member of a group, such as a Board or Commission where 
official business is conducted, or when the mean otherwise takes place in a clear business 
setting. 
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b. Meal Allowance for Overnight Travel.  Employees will receive a per diem rate for meals 
when traveling on County business on a temporary basis (one year or less), that results in 
the employee being away from the location of the employee’s principal place of business 
overnight. 
 

c. Meal Allowance due to Emergency Situations.  Department heads or their designee, with the 
prior verbal approval of the County Executive, may authorize meal allowance expenditures 
for employees during emergencies or extraordinary or unusual circumstances such as 
natural disasters; severe inclement weather; imminent or actual failure of county facilities, 
systems, or processes; a health or safety emergency or threat; or extended search and 
rescue activities.  Such verbal approval is effective for not more than 72 hours but may be 
extended by written approval of the County Executive for an indefinite period of time. 
 

d. Employer Provided Meals.  With the prior approval of the County Executive, the Department 
Head may provide, on County facilities, meals to County employees for a substantial non-
compensatory reason in one of the following circumstances: 

 
i. Employees on shift that are required by their direct supervisor to stay on the work 

site in case they are needed for emergencies or other business needs during the 
meal period (example:  A Sheriff’s Deputy or Sergeant working in the jail); 
 

ii. The nature of the assignment (not merely a preference) requires a short meal period. 
 
e. The Department Head or designee must authorize all meal allowance expenditures in 

advance Meals and incidentals are reimbursed according to the Federal per diem GSA 
(General Services Administration) guidelines http://www.gsa.gov for the travel destination if 
the travel is overnight and approved by the Department Head.  A receipt is not necessary to 
receive the per diem meal allowance amount.  Information sufficient for the Auditor to 
determine that the allowance is being paid under one of the above provisions will be 
required prior to the allowance being paid. 
 

f. Incidental Expenses.  An employee traveling overnight may receive the combined meal and 
incidental expense Federal Domestic Per Diem Rate to cover incidentals.  The incident 
amount is intended to pay for fees and tips given to porters, baggage carriers, hotel staff, 
etc. 
 

4. 401(K) CONTRIBUTION IN LIEU OF HEALTH INSURANCE 
 
All PCDSA represented employees who elect to opt out of the CalPERS Health plan, because the 
employee has other creditable coverage available, and elect to participate in the In Lieu of Health 
(ILH) option, will receive a County contribution of a flat dollar amount of $140 per pay period to their 
401(k) account upon providing proof of other creditable group health insurance coverage and 
completing the Group Health Plan Coverage ACT Opt Out form.  Individual or Government 
Exchange programs are not “creditable” coverage.   
 
 

5. ORGANIZATIONAL LEAVE – RELEASE TIME 
 
The parties agree that the policy of the Sheriff’s Office and District Attorney’s Office is to allow the 
Association’s board members paid release time to carry out Association business.  Up to four 
hundred (400) hours per calendar year of paid release time is granted collectively to the 
Association’s board members.  This release time is subject to approval of the appropriate 
Department Head or their designee. 
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A record of release time granted will be documented on the Board member’s timesheet and 
maintained by the payroll unit for the appropriate department. 
 
Association representatives engaged in collective bargaining shall be allowed additional reasonable 
release time to participate in negotiations at the bargaining table.  For this purpose only, the 
Department Head may grant release time in excess of four hundred (400) hours in a calendar year. 
 

6. FITNESS FOR DUTY EVALUATION DURING EMPLOYMENT 
 

a. Fitness for Duty Evaluation 
 
1) When, in the judgment of the appointment authority, an employee’s health, or physical or 

mental condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate the employee’s capacity to 
perform the duties of the position, the appointing authority shall require the employee to 
undergo a fitness for duty medical or psychological evaluation.  Such evaluation shall be 
by a physician or psychologist selected by the county. 
 

2) The examining physician or psychologist shall state whether, in their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position.  
Such determination shall be based upon the essential job duties/functions ad the 
diagnosis or injury/illness, and whether the employee’s condition can be remedied within 
a reasonable period of time. 

 
3) If the examining physician or psychologist finds the employee unfit to perform the 

essential job duties/functions of the position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) 
calendar days after notification of the determination, submit a written request to the 
county disability management administrator to provide additional information to the 
examining physician or psychologist for review.  The additional information provided 
must be relevant to the nature and extend of the medical condition(s) which relates to 
the employee’s inability to perform essential job duties/functions.  All costs associated 
with obtaining/providing additional medical information relating to this appeal are the 
financial responsibility of the employee. 

 
4) Further medical information provided by the employee will then be submitted directly to 

the examining physician or psychologist who completed the initial review.  The physician 
or psychologist will review the additional information and determine whether or not the 
employee can properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position.  The 
employee shall not be entitled to a second evaluation by another physician or 
psychologist. 

 
b. Disability Review Process:  Action by the Appointing Authority 

 
1) If is it determined that the employee cannot perform the essential job duties/functions of 

the classification in which they are employed, with or without reasonable 
accommodation, due to a medical or psychological condition that meets the disability 
criteria under federal and state statutes, the County may take the following actions, as 
appropriate. 
 

2) Engage in an interactive process with the employee and as a reasonable 
accommodation may consider reassignment to an alternate classification based on the 
following criteria: 
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i. Employee’s ability to meet the minimum qualifications of the alternative classification; 
 

ii. Employee’s ability to perform the essential job duties/functions of the alternative 
classification; 
 

iii. Rules governing lateral transfer and voluntary demotion; and,  
 

iv. Availability of the position at the time of acceptance, as determined by the County 
Executive Office. 

 
c. Appeal Process: 

 
The employee may appeal an offer of, or refusal to offer, reasonable accommodation by 
submitting a written request to the county disability management administrator within 
fourteen (14) calendar days of the offer.  The request shall be in writing and set forth the 
offered accommodation, if any; the reason the offered accommodation or denial of 
accommodation is unreasonable; and any accommodation the employee feels would be 
reasonable. 
 
1) The county disability management administrator will review the appeal, obtain any 

additional information from the appointing authority, and submit the request to the 
County Executive Officer for consideration.  After consultation with County Counsel, the 
county disability management administrator and the appointing authority, the County 
Executive Officer shall make one of the following findings: 
 
i. Further consideration of alternatives needed; 

 
ii. The appeal is upheld; or, 

 
iii. The appeal is not justified and denied. 

 
2) The decision of the County Executive Officer shall be final. 

If the interactive process described above does not result in resolution, the County will 
submit an application for disability retirement on the employee’s behalf in accordance 
with the Public Employees Retirement Law if the employee is eligible. 

Separation of the employee from County service for medical cause may occur if 1) the 
employee is not eligible for, or denied, disability retirement under the Public Employees 
Retirement Law; or 2) the employee declines an offer of reasonable accommodation; or 
3) the employee fails to engage in the interactive process or reasonable accommodation 
cannot otherwise be satisfactorily achieved by the employee and the County.  In taking 
such action to separate the employee for medical cause, the appointing authority shall 
follow the process set out in Article 3.08, Part 12, Disciplinary Action, as applicable, 
although the separation shall not be considered disciplinary action. 

 

7. TAHOE BRANCH ASSIGNMENT PREMIUM PAY 
 
Classified employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional 
compensation: 
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a. Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium shall be eight hundred seventy-five dollars ($875) per 
month. 
 

b. Effective upon adoption, employees hired into or transferring into a position located in the 
North Lake Tahoe area and who have a primary residence or rent a dwelling within 50 
driving miles of the Placer County Sheriff’s Office Burton Creek substation will qualify for the 
Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

 
1) Employees will be required to request Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium pay and will 

need to demonstrate and certify residency or rental of a dwelling within the specified 
areas. 

2) Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside or rent a 
dwelling in an area qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay. 

3) Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay at the time this is 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors will continue to receive the premium for the 
uninterrupted and continuous duration of the employee’s position in the North Lake 
Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption, the 
residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 

4) “Primary residence” shall be determined in accordance with the Government Code 
Section 244. 
 

8. OUT-OF-CLASS PAY 
 

a. In line with the principle that an employee assigned to work in a position having discernibly 
higher job duties should receive higher pay, positions within the classified service may be 
applicable for work-out-of-class assignment as set forth in subparagraph (b). 

b. Individual employees may be certified by the Human Resources Department as being 
eligible for work-out-of-class pay when so assigned by the Appointing Authority or designate 
of that Appointing Authority. 

c. Procedure: 

 1)  Positions will be eligible for out-of-class pay when work conditions warrant.  Other 
positions shall be considered as current developments cause out-of-class assignments. 

 2) The Human Resources Department shall verify that employees in certain positions are 
eligible to receive out-of-class pay. 

 3) An out-of-class assignment shall be made: 

   i.  When the position is vacant due to absence of the incumbent when ill, on vacation, or 
other valid reason.  

  ii.  When workloads necessitate the assignment of employees to supplement a specific 
position or perform new assignments. 

4)  An out-of-class assignment for training purposes may be excluded from out-of-class 
compensation provided such training purposes can be adequately demonstrated. 

5) Administration of the out-of-class procedure shall be as follows: 

i. No out-of-class compensation will be considered or paid for assignments of two (2) 
workdays or less. 
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ii. Additional compensation for working out of class shall be no less than a minimum of 
five (5) percent or exceed a maximum of fifteen (15) percent. 

iii. Out of class pay may be approved by the Appointing Authority for up to 14 days; 
from 15 days up to and including 180 days requires approval of the Human 
Resources Director.  Any extension beyond 180 days shall require the concurrence 
of the Civil Service Commission. 

The Human Resources Department shall hear any contention that an employee is actually working 
out of class.  In the event of an adverse decision by the Human Resources Department, the 
employee concerned and/or the employee’s representative shall have the right to appeal such 
decision to the Civil Service Commission. 

9. BILINGUAL PAY 
 
Upon request of the Department Head, and approval by the Human Resources Director, designed 
employees shall be paid an additional $464 per month for the use of a second language in the 
normal course and scope of work.  Sign language shall constitute a second language within the 
meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures as defined by the 
Human Resources Director have been completed. 
 

10. TRAINING OFFICER PAY 
 
The County shall pay a differential of $389 per month to each employee in the classification of 
Deputy Sheriff II who is assigned by the Sheriff to work as a Field Training Officer (FTO) or as a Jail 
Training Officer (JTO) provided that not more than twelve (12) employees shall receive said pay at 
any one time. 
 
It shall be understood that the above-described salary differential shall be paid to an employee only 
during the time the employee is assigned formal field training or jail training responsibilities.  
Payment of said differential to an employee shall cease at such time as the Sheriff shall terminate 
the field/jail training responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 
 

11. LONGEVITY PAY 
 
Permanent employees meeting the following criteria shall be eligible to receive two five percent 
(5%) increases in their then current hourly rate from the salary schedule, which shall be referred to 
as “longevity pay.”  As to either step alternative, a break in service will result in a new calculation for 
a new five (5) or ten (10) year period, and no service prior to the break will be counted as part of the 
new five (5) or ten (10) year period.  Extra help time and time off without pay will not be included as 
part of this calculation.  Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or unpaid leave of absence will 
not constitute a break in service.  Time off for these reasons will not count toward the completion of 
the required service time. 
 

a. Longevity Pay 1 (5%):  An employee is either eligible for five percent (5%) longevity pay 
upon meeting the requirements in EITHER item 1) OR 2) but cannot earn both: 
 

1) Each permanent employee who has been at step 5 of their salary grade in the same 
classification for 10,400 paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with Placer 
County shall receive a one-time five percent (5%) increase in their then current base 
hourly rate.  This special compensation shall not be reportable to CalPERS. 
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2) Each permanent employee who has at least 20,800 paid hours (ten years full-time 
paid service) with Placer County shall receive a five percent (5%) increase in their 
then current base hourly rate. 

 
b. Longevity Pay 2 (additional 5% for a total of 10%):  Each permanent employee who has at 

least 41,600 paid hours (twenty years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall 
receive an additional five percent (5%) increase of their then current base hourly rate. 
 

c. Employees who separate from County service but who reinstate at a future date will follow 
the reinstatement provisions for eligibility for longevity pay; within two (2) years maintains 
prior eligibility; two (2) years or more is treated as a new employee. 

 
d. Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regardless of the 

reason will not be included for purposes of eligibility for longevity. 
 

12. DETECTIVE DIVISION PREMIUM PAY 
 
Effective upon adoption, an employee designed by the Sheriff to work in the Investigations Division, 
or by the District Attorney to work in an investigations’ division in an undercover capacity, shall 
receive an additional $510 per month. 
 

13. CAREER AND EDUCATION INCENTIVE 
 

It is the objective of Placer County to assure high quality law enforcement services by encouraging 
career law enforcement officers to continue to broaden their career development and educational 
background. 
 
Full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall be eligible for the career and 
education incentive: 

 

• Deputy Sheriff I 
• Deputy Sheriff II 
• Sheriff’s Sergeant 
• Investigator – District Attorney 
• Investigator-Welfare Fraud  
• Investigator – Welfare Fraud Supervising 

 
a. Effective the beginning of the pay period following adoption, incentive pay for possession of 

a POST Intermediate certificate shall be as follows: 
 
i. Deputy Sheriff I     $735 per month 
ii. Deputy Sheriff II    $1,030 per month 
iii. Sheriff’s Sergeant    $1,225 per month 
iv. Investigator – District Attorney  $1,285 per month 
v. Investigator – Welfare Fraud   $1,285 per month 
vi. Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising $1,385 per month 

 
b. Effective the beginning of the pay period following adoption, incentive pay for possession of 

a POST Advanced certificate shall be as follows: 
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i. Deputy Sheriff I    $1,040 per month 
ii. Deputy Sheriff II    $1,460 per month 
iii. Sheriff’s Sergeant    $1,735 per month 
iv. Investigator – District Attorney  $1,825 per month 
v. Investigator – Welfare Fraud   $1,825 per month 
vi. Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising $1,960 per month 

The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will receive only 
one rate of incentive pay for POST certification.  

Full-time permanent employees in the above listed classifications will be eligible for educational 
incentive pay of: 

• $100 per pay period for an Associate’s degree (AA) or 
• $125 per pay period for a Bachelor’s degree (BA) or 
• $175 per pay period for a Master’s degree (MA) 

To be eligible for educational incentive pay, the degree must be from an accredited college, 
consistent with the Human Resources Department practices for determining the validity of the 
college and degree.  Employees must present evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, who shall determine and certify 
whether employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

Employees may not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree (Associate’s, 
Bachelor’s, or Master’s).  Incentive amounts are not cumulative, and employees will only receive 
educational incentive pay for one degree. 

14. NIGHT SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL 
 

a. Employees other than those regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift 
differential of $4.41 per hour for any hours worked during 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided 
they work a minimum of one hour during that time period. 

 
b. Employees regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift differential of $4.41 per 

hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided they work a minimum 
of three hours during that time frame. 

 
c. Employees regularly assigned to work 50% or more of their hours between the hours of 4:30 

p.m. and 6:30 a.m. shall continue to receive the $4.41 per hours shift differential even when 
they work additional shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential payments. 

 
d. For purposes of this section, “Regularly assigned to work” means the hourly work schedule 

assigned on a quarterly basis to each employee. 
 
 

15. EMPLOYEE’S CALPERS CONTRIBUTION 
 
Tier 1:  Employees Hired Prior to January 1, 2011 
 

a. CalPERS Miscellaneous Employees.  Effective the first pay period after adoption by the 
Board of Supervisors, employees hired prior to January 1, 2011, represented by the PCDSA 
and included in the CalPERS miscellaneous retirement plan will pay 4% of their CalPERS 
employee contribution. The County will pay 4% of the employee’s contribution. 
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b. CalPERS Safety Employees.  Effective the first pay period after adoption by the Board of 
Supervisors, employees hired prior to January 1, 2011, represented by the PCDSA and 
included in the CalPERS safety retirement plan will pay 6.25% of their CalPERS employee 
contribution. The County will pay 2.75% of the employee’s contribution. 
 

 Tier 2:  Employees Hired between January 1, 2011, and December 31, 2012 

a. CalPERS Miscellaneous Employees.  Employees hired on or after January 1, 2011, will pay 
7% of their CalPERS employee contribution. 
 

b. CalPERS Safety Employees.  Employees hired on or after January 1, 2011, will pay 9% of 
their CalPERS employee contribution. 

 
Tier 3:  PEPRA – Employees Hired on or after January 1, 2013 
 

a. CalPERS Miscellaneous and Safety PEPRA Employees. New employees hired on or after 
January 1, 2013, will pay at least 50% of the total normal cost rate of their defined benefit 
plan or the current contribution rate of similarly situated employees, whichever is greater.  
  

b. CalPERS “Classic” PEPRA Employees 
 

1) Miscellaneous “Classic” Employees. Employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, 
will pay 7.0% of their CalPERS employee contribution. 

 
2) Safety “Classic” Employees.  Employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, will pay 

9.0% of their CalPERS employee contribution. 
 

16. HEALTH CARE 
 

a. Effective January 1, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80% of the total premium for the 
PORAC health plan offered by the County. 
 

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum 
monthly premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shall pay the difference through 
payroll deduction.  Should employees select a health plan with lower monthly premiums 
than the maximum monthly premium paid by the County, the County’s contribution shall be 
limited to the cost of the selected plan premium. 

 
17. DENTAL INSURANCE 

 
a. PCDSA represented employees will pay for the full cost for dependents and any future rate 

increases associated with dependent coverage in the dental plan.  The County will continue 
to pay for the employee only cost. 
 

b. Eligibility, benefits, and covered services are described in the County’s dental plan 
document and evidence of coverage. 

 
c. The County will notice and, if requested by PCDSA, meet and confer over any plan 

changes. 
 

18. VISION CARE 
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a. PCDSA represented employees will pay for the full cost for dependents and any future rate 
increases associated with dependent coverage in the vision plan.  The County will continue 
to pay for the employee only cost. 
 

b. Eligibility, benefits, and covered services are described in the County’s vision plan document 
and evidence of coverage. 

 
c. The County will notice and, if requested by PCDSA, meet and confer over any plan 

changes. 
 

19. RETIREE DENTAL INSURANCE 
 

a. The County will contribute the employee-only premium rate for dental insurance coverage 
for retirees from classifications represented by PCDSA, provided that their retirement date is 
on or after July 1, 2000. 
 

b. Employees who retired prior to July 1, 2000, are not eligible for this benefit. 
 
c. Employees hired on or after November 23, 2010, are not eligible for this benefit. 
 

20. FOURTEEN DAY WORK PERIOD 
 
Employees subject to the provision of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) shall work a 
regularly recurring fourteen-day work period, consistent with the County’s pay period schedule.  
Time worked in excess of an employee’s regularly scheduled shift or in excess of 80 hours during 
the work period shall be compensated at time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time 
and one-half, pursuant to Section 7.2 of this MOU.  Within such work period are work schedules 
and shift assignments, as determined by the Sheriff’s Office and District Attorney’s Office. 
 

21. COURT OVERTIME 
 

a. When an employee is required to appear in court in connection with work, on the 
employee’s day off, said employee shall be entitled to overtime.  The minimum overtime to 
which said employee is entitled shall be four (4) hours at time and one half. 
 

b. When an employee is scheduled for a court appearance on the employee’s day off and the 
court appearance is canceled after 6:00 p.m. the day prior to the scheduled appearance, the 
employee shall receive two (2) hours pay at the employee’s overtime rate. 

 
22. STAND-BY PAY 

 
a. Stand-by duty requires the employee so assigned: 

1)  to be ready to respond to calls for service; and 

2)  to be reachable to respond to calls for service; and 

3)  to refrain from activities which might impair the employee’s ability to perform assigned 
duties. 

b. Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a Department Head, or designated representative. 

c. Stand-by pay shall not be deemed overtime compensation for purposes of the Placer 
County Code, Section 3.04.230. 
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d. Stand-by duty shall be compensated at a flat rate of twenty-seven dollars ($27) for 
weekdays and thirty dollars ($30) for weekends and holidays, for eight hours (one normal 
shift) of stand-by duty, or any portion thereof, and shall be paid in the pay period it is earned.  
Weekdays are defined as Monday 12:01 a.m. through Friday midnight.  Holidays are defined 
as the County declared holiday from 12:01 a.m. to midnight. 
 

23. CANINE PAY 

Those employees assigned by the Sheriff to the duty of supervision, care and feeding of a canine, 
as “Canine Handlers,” shall receive canine pay of five (5) hours per 14-day work period, paid at the 
overtime rate of time and one-half the employee’s base hourly rate of pay. 

a. All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine is to be provided at County expense.  It is 
agreed that care and maintenance include veterinary care necessary to prevent and treat 
injuries and diseases and includes annual physical exams and inoculations.  Canines shall 
receive veterinary care from a County designated veterinarian or one of the Canine 
Handler’s choosing.  Veterinary expenses incurred through County designated veterinarians 
will be paid by the County through direct billing by the veterinarian.  Expenses incurred 
through a veterinarian of the Canine Handler’s choice will be paid by reimbursement to the 
Canine Handler for receipted claims, provided that in no event shall reimbursement exceed 
the amount normally paid to a County designated veterinarian for the same or similar 
service.  Food for the canine will be provided at the expense of the County through an 
established Blanket Purpose Order and Policy developed by the Sheriff’s Office. 
 

b. The County will provide for the replacement of the canine should it be disabled or killed as a 
result of a line of duty injury or accident at no expense to the Canine Handler. 

 
c. This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal duties and 

responsibilities of a Canine Handler, in light of the on-duty time already being provided and 
include the time spent by the Canine Handler employee while off duty in the care and 
maintenance of the assigned canine, as well as reimbursement of canine related expenses.  
It represents good faith compensation associated with the daily care and maintenance of a 
canine outside the normal hours of work of the assigned Canine Handler employee during 
the month.  The intent of this pay is to ensure compliance with all applicable state and 
federal labor laws, including but not limited to, the Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. 
Section 201 et seq., and 29 C.F.R. Section 785.23. 

 

24. SPECIAL TEAMS PAY 

Effective the first full pay period following adoption, the special pay will be paid as follows for those 
employees assigned by the Sheriff to the following special teams, without regard to call out: 

a. Special Enforcement Team pay of $150 per month. 
b. Certified Divers Pay of $150 per month. 
c. Hostage Negotiations Team pay of $150 per month. 
d. Explosive Ordinance Detail pay of $150 per month. 
e. Air Support Team pay of $150 per month. 
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

Ordinance No.: ____________ 

Introduced: September 14, 2021 

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer 

at a regular meeting held______________, by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

_______________________________ 
Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

In the matter of:  An ordinance amending sections of 
Chapter 3 to implement the terms imposed on the Placer 
County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association. 

Attachment 2 - Ordinance - Chapter 3 - DSA Compensation and Benefits

81
PA 320



 Page 2 of 2 

Section 1. That the following sections Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code are amended 
as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference:  
 

• 3.04.190 
• 3.04.280 
• 3.04.290 
• 3.08.1020 
• 3.12.020 
• 3.12.040 
• 3.12.060 
• 3.12.080 

 
 
Section 2.  This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption.   
 
 
Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as a codified ordinance. 
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EXHIBIT A 

3.04.190 Work required of employees. 

     A.     General, Professional and Deputy Sheriffs Units. Except as may otherwise be provided, an 
employee who occupies a full-time, permanent position shall work forty (40) hours in each workweek. 
     B.      General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7J Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7J 
exemption shall be on an eight-hour day, eighty (80) hour work period for purposes of overtime. 
     C.      General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7K 
exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime. 
     D.     PPEO.  Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) 
shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14) day work period, consistent with the county’s pay period 
schedule. Time worked in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be compensated at 
time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half, pursuant to the PPEO MOU. 
Within such work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff’s office 
and district attorney’s office. 

E.     Deputy Sheriffs’ Association.  Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLSA) shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14)-day work period, 
consistent with the county’s pay period schedule. Time worked in excess of an employee’s 
regularly scheduled shift or in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be 
compensated at time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half. Within 
such work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff’s 
office and district attorney’s office. 
     EF.      Deputy Sheriffs Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the 
FLSA 7K exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime when 
working voluntary shifts. Mandatory overtime in excess of the forty (40) hour workweek shall be 
compensated at time and one-half. 
     Sworn personnel assigned to the corrections division may be assigned rotating workweeks of thirty-
six (36) hours and forty-four (44) hours. This would be accomplished by working three twelve (12) hour 
days with four days off, followed by three twelve (12) hour days and one eight-hour day with three days 
off, which would result in one hundred sixty (160) hours of scheduled work in a twenty-eight (28) day 
cycle. 
     Officers assigned to this shift shall not be entitled to overtime for the hours worked in excess of forty 
(40) per week which are used to complete the work cycle. 
     For purposes of implementing the “3-12” shift, personnel shall only be assigned to the permanent 
twelve (12) hour shift at the start of a pay period and transferred off the “3-12” at the close of a pay 
period. 
     FG.      Each employee shall be entitled to take one fifteen (15) minute rest period for each four 
hours of work performed by such employee in a work day (i.e., two fifteen (15) minute breaks for work 
days that consist of eight, nine or ten (10) hour shifts, and three fifteen (15) minute breaks for 
employees on twelve (12) hour shifts). If not taken, such rest period is waived by such employee. 
     GH.     PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees—Extended Work Assignments. Except for a 
declared emergency, an employee who has worked sixteen (16) consecutive hours must be allowed a 
minimum of eight hours off before being required to return to work. An employee shall suffer no loss of 
pay nor shall there be a deduction from the employee’s leave balances if this eight (8)-hour period 
overlaps with the employee’s normal shift. (Ord. 5991-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 5683-B § 3, 2012; Ord. 5531-B, 
2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.201) 
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3.04.280 Overtime—Call-back duty. 

     A.     PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees. 
     1.      When an employee is called back to work after they have completed an assigned shift, the 
employee shall receive a minimum of two hours of call-back pay at one and one-half times the 
employee’s hourly rate. Time worked for which the employee is entitled compensation shall include 
reasonable travel to the worksite. 
     2.      Call-back pay shall not apply to situations where the employee has been retained on duty by 
the employee’s supervisor beyond the end of the employee’s shift. 
     3.      Call-back pay at the minimum rate of one hour at one and one-half times the employee’s 
hourly rate shall apply to those situations where an employee performs authorized work on behalf of the 
county without being required to physically return to work. 
     4.      Multiple calls to the employee within a sixty (60) minute period beginning with the first call, in 
the same hour, shall be paid as a single call-back pay period. 
     B.      Deputy Sheriffs Unit Court Appearances. 
     1.      When an employee is required to appear in court in connection with their job duties on their 
regular day off, such employee shall be entitled to overtime. The minimum overtime to which such 
employee is entitled shall be three four hours at time and one-half. 
     2.      When an employee is scheduled for a court appearance on their day off and the court 
appearance is cancelled after six p.m. the day prior to the scheduled appearance, they shall receive 
two hours’ pay at their overtime rate. (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5740-B § 3, 2014; Ord. 5531-B, 
2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; prior code § 14.218) 
 

 

3.04.290 Overtime—Stand-by duty. 

     A.     Stand-by duty requires the employee so assigned: 
     1.      To be ready to respond to calls for service; and 
     2.      To be reachable by telephone or radio; and 
     3.      To refrain from activities which might impair his or her ability to perform his or her assigned 
duties. 
     B.      Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a department head, or designated representative. 
     C.      For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association, stand-by duty 
shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the 
PCDSA at a flat rate of twenty-seven dollars ($27.00) for weekdays and thirty dollars ($30.00) for 
weekends and holidays, for eight hours (one normal shift) of stand-by duty, or any portion 
thereof, and shall be paid in the pay period it is earned.  Weekdays are defined as Monday 12:01 
a.m. through Friday midnight.  Holidays are defined as the County declared holiday from 12:01 
a.m. to midnight. 
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     D.      For employees represented by Placer Public Employees Organization (PPEO), stand-by duty 
shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and 
PPEO. 
     E.     Stand-by duty and stand-by compensation shall not be deemed overtime compensation for 
purposes of Section 3.04.230. (Ord. 5879-B § 1, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 2, 2016; Ord. 5749-B § 1, 2014; 
Ord. 5747-B § 1, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 4, 2014; Ord. 5700-B § 7, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 6, 2012; Ord. 
5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; prior code § 14.220) 
 

 

3.08.1020 Fitness for duty evaluation during employment. 

     A.     When, in the judgment of the appointing authority, an employee’s health, or physical or mental 
condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate his or her the employee’s capacity to perform the 
duties of his or her their position, the appointing authority shall require the employee to undergo a 
fitness for duty medical or psychological evaluation. Such evaluation shall be by a physician or 
psychologist selected by the county. 
     B.      The examining physician or psychologist shall state whether, in his or her their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position. Such 
determination shall be based upon the essential job duties/functions and the diagnosis or injury/illness, 
and whether the employee’s condition can be remedied within a reasonable period of time. 
     C.      If the examining physician or psychologist finds the employee unfit to perform the essential 
job duties/functions of his or her the position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) calendar days 
after notification of the determination, submit a written request to the county disability management 
administrator to provide additional information to the examining physician or psychologist for review. 
The additional information provided must be relevant to the nature and extent of the medical 
condition(s) which relates to the employee’s inability to perform essential job duties/functions. All costs 
associated with obtaining/providing additional medical information relating to this appeal are the 
financial responsibility of the employee. 
     D.     Further medical information provided by the employee will then be submitted directly to the 
examining physician or psychologist who completed the initial review. The physician or psychologist 
will review the additional information and determine whether or not the employee can properly perform 
the essential job duties/functions of his or her the position. The employee shall not be entitled to a 
second evaluation by another physician or psychologist. (Ord. 5700-B § 31, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 38, 
2012; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.1971) 
 

 

3.12.020 Classified service—Salary and benefits notations. 

1. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association (PCDSA) floating 
holiday shall be taken within the calendar year granted and shall not carry over from year to year. 
Unused holiday time will not be compensated upon termination. 
     2.      Uniform Allowance—Sworn Peace Officers. 

Deputy Sheriff I 
Deputy Sheriff II 
Sheriff’s Captain 
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Sheriff’s Lieutenant 
Sheriff’s Sergeant 

     a.      If required by the county to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties, a uniform 
allowance shall be paid on a biweekly basis. This shall not affect reserve deputies, honorary deputies 
and other county officers and employees deputized for special purposes. New employees will be 
advanced the first year’s uniform allowance in their first full paycheck and receive uniform allowance on 
a biweekly basis upon their first-year anniversary. 
     b.      The uniform allowance is one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year for Auburn area 
and one thousand two hundred fifteen dollars ($1,215.00) per year for Tahoe area. 
     c.      Employees appointed or reassigned to Dutch Flat or Foresthill resident deputy or to any 
position east of Serene Lakes shall receive a one-time winter clothing stipend in the amount of two 
hundred fifty dollars ($250.00). 
     d.      If purchase of the campaign hat is mandatory, the sheriff’s department will pay for the cost of 
the hat and will reimburse association members immediately upon provision of a receipt. 
    3.      Career and Education Incentive. Full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall 
be eligible for the career and education incentive: 

Deputy Sheriff I 
Deputy Sheriff II 
Investigator—District Attorney 
Investigator—Supervising District Attorney 
Investigator—Welfare Fraud 
Investigator—Welfare Fraud—Supervising 
Sheriff’s Captain 
Sheriff’s Lieutenant 
Sheriff’s Sergeant 

      a.      Basic POST. 
     i.       For employees represented by the PCDSA, Basic POST pay shall be pursuant to the terms of 
the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDSA. 
     a.b.      Intermediate POST. 
     i.       For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Association (PCLEMA), 
compensation for POST intermediate certificate shall be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of 
Understanding between Placer County and the PCLEMA. 
     ii.     For employees represented by the PCDSA, Intermediate POST pay shall be pursuant to the 
terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDSA.as follows: 
Deputy Sheriff I $735/month 
Deputy Sheriff II $1,030/month 
Sheriff’s Sergeant $1,225/month 
Investigator – District Attorney $1,285/month 
Investigator – Welfare Fraud $1,285/month 
Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising $1,385/month 
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     b.c.   Advanced POST. 
     i.       For employees represented by PCLEMA, compensation for POST advanced certificate shall 
be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the 
PCLEMA. 
     ii.     For employees represented by the PCDSA, Advanced POST pay shall be pursuant to the terms 
of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PCDSA.as follows: 
Deputy Sheriff I $1,040/month 
Deputy Sheriff II $1,460/month 
Sheriff’s Sergeant $1,735/month 
Investigator – District Attorney $1,825/month 
Investigator – Welfare Fraud $1,825/month 
Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising $1,960/month 

 
     c.d.      Full-time permanent employees represented by the PCDSA or PCLEMA will be eligible for 
educational incentive pay. To be eligible for educational incentive pay the degree must be from an 
accredited college, consistent with the human resources department practices in determining validity of 
the college and degree. Employees must present evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, which shall determine and certify whether 
employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

i. For employees represented by the PCDSA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 
BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between 
Placer County and the PCDSA.follows: 
 
Associate degree (AA) $100/pay period 
Bachelor’s degree (BA) $125/pay period 
Master’s degree (MA) $175/pay period 

 
ii.      For employees represented by the PCLEMA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 
BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer 
County and the PCLEMA. 

     d.e.      Employees may not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree. The 
payments are not cumulative and only one degree qualifies for payment.  
     4.      Uniform Allowance—PPEO Represented Employees. Uniform allowances shall be processed 
as a non-reimbursable, taxable, bi-weekly pay in accordance with procedures established by the 
Auditor Controller’s office. 
     a.      Seven Hundred Fifty Dollar ($750.00) Allowance. An annual uniform allowance for employees 
who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid for the following class 
series in the amount of seven hundred fifty dollars ($750.00) per year: 

     Administrative Clerk 
     Administrative Legal Clerk 
     Accounting Assistant 
     Public Safety Dispatcher 
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     Probation Department Staff Services Analyst 
     Probation Assistant 
     Probation Department Information Technology 
     Probation Department Executive Secretary 
     Probation Department Administrative Technician 
     Animal Care Attendant 

  
     b.      One Thousand Sixty-Five Dollar ($1,065.00) Allowance. An annual uniform allowance for 
employees who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid, for the 
following class series, in the amount of one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year: 

     Agricultural and Standards Inspectors 
     Animal Control Officer 
     Community Service Officer 
     Correctional Officer 
     Environmental Health Specialists 
     Environmental Health Technical Specialists 
     Environmental Health Technicians 
     Evidence Technician 
     Deputy Probation Officers – Field 
     Deputy Probation Officers – Institution 
     Investigative Assistant 

      5.      Family and Children’s Services (FACS) Unit Pay. Designated employees shall be paid five 
percent if they have been assigned to field activities of the Family and Children’s Services (FACS) Unit 
or perform after hours responsibilities related to emergency child protective duties. 
     6.      Special Teams Pay—Sworn Peace Officers. Special pay will be as follows for those 
employees assigned to the following special teams without regard to call-out: 
     a.      Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay shall be as set forth in the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 
     b.      Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay for employees represented by the 
PCDSA and assigned by the Sheriff to the following special teams, without regard to call out, 
shall be: shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the 
PCDSA 

i. Special Enforcement Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
ii. Certified Divers Pay of $150.00 per month. 
iii. Hostage Negotiations Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
iv. Explosive Ordinance Detail pay of $150.00 per month. 
v. Air Support Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
vi. Detective Division Premium Pay of $510 per month for employees designated by the 

Sheriff to work in the Investigations Division or by the District Attorney to work in an 
undercover capacity. 

Attachment 2 – Exhibit A - Ordinance - Chapter 3 - DSA Compensation and Benefits 

88
PA 327



      7.      Cell Extraction Response Team (CERT) Pay—PPEO Correctional Officers. The county will 
pay one hundred twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per month special team pay for those correctional 
officers assigned by the sheriff to participate on the CERT Team. 
     8.      Night Shift Differential. 
     a       PPEO General and Professional Units and Confidential Employees. 
     i.       For the purposes of this subsection, “regularly assigned to work,” means the hourly work 
schedule assigned to each employee. 
     ii.      All employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half percent of 
base pay for all hours worked. 
     iii.     All employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall continue to receive the seven and one-half percent shift differential 
even when they work hours outside of the five p.m. to six a.m. time period. 
     iv.     All employees who are not regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours 
between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half 
percent of base pay for all hours worked between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m., provided the 
employee works a minimum of three hours between the period of five p.m. and six a.m., excluding any 
hours that are part of the employee’s regular shift. 
     b.      PCDSA. Employees assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. on one or more shifts shall receive a shift differential of seven and one-
half percent of base pay for all hours worked. Employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or 
more of their hours between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall continue to receive the seven and 
one-half percent shift differential even when they work shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift 
differential payments. Employees whose normal work shift does not qualify for night shift differential 
shall receive night shift differential when working a qualifying shift (fifty (50) percent or more of the 
hours are between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m.)For the purposes of this section, “Regularly 
assigned to work” means the hourly work schedule assigned on a quarterly basis to each 
employee. 

i. Employees other than those regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift 
differential of $4.41 per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., 
provided they work a minimum of one hour during that time period. 

ii. Employees regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift differential of $4.41 
per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided they work a 
minimum of three hours during the time frame. 

iii. Employees regularly assigned to work 50% or more of their hours between the hours of 
4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m. shall continue to receive the $4.41 per hour shift differential even 
when they work additional shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential 
payments. 

     c.      PCLEMA. Employees assigned to work a majority of hours of a regular shift (e.g., five hours of 
eight) between the hours of five p.m. (Day 1) and eight a.m. (Day 2) shall receive a night shift 
differential of seven and one-half percent for all hours in that shift. 
     9.      Rain Gear. Once every three years, employees assigned to the following areas shall be 
provided with rain gear, including coat, pants and boots, as deemed necessary by the appointing 
authority: roads, utility service workers, building maintenance, document solutions, central stores, 
animal control officers, TART bus drivers, building inspectors, mini-bus drivers, park and grounds 
workers, communications, garage, engineering technicians (when assigned field inspection duties), 
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environmental health workers, IT analysts, IT technicians, and deputy probation officers assigned to 
field duties. The appointing authority can replace an employee’s rain gear more often as they deem 
necessary. 
     10.    Supplemental Compensation—Declared Snow Shift Assignments. 
     a.      The county will pay an assignment differential of ten (10) percent of base salary to each 
employee assigned by the appointing authority, or designee, to perform snow removal duties. No 
employee will receive work out of class pay for the purpose of performing snow removal duties. 
     b.      The number eligible and time period for which such status is available shall be determined 
jointly by the director of public works and the county executive office. 
     c.      Such compensation shall be in addition to any overtime to which the employee is entitled 
under the provisions of Section 3.04.240, et seq. 
     11.    Bi-Lingual Pay. PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential, PCDSA Represented and 
PCLEMA Represented Employees. Upon request of the department head and approval of the director 
of human resources, designated employees shall be paid an additional five percent of base salary for 
the use of a second language in the normal course and scope of work. Sign language shall constitute a 
second language within the meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures 
as defined by the director of human resources have been completed. 

i. PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential, Safety Management and PCLEMA 
Represented employees shall be paid an additional five percent (5%) of base salary. 

ii. PCDSA Represented employees shall be paid an additional $464 per month. 
     12.    Universal Technician Pay. Upon request of the department head, and approval by the director 
of human resources, the county will pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, plus longevity if 
applicable, to employees who have been certified as a universal technician as required by 40 CFR Part 
82, subpart F, and who are assigned duties in the department of facilities management that are 
consistent with that certification. 
     13.    Tool Reimbursement. The following classifications shall receive a seven hundred fifty dollar 
($750.00) per year tool replacement allowance to be reimbursed quarterly in accordance with 
procedures established by the auditor controller’s office. No more than one claim may be submitted for 
reimbursement in any calendar quarter. Classifications eligible for this personal reimbursement shall 
include: 

 11604 Automotive Mechanic 
11605 Master Automotive Mechanic 
11611 Equipment Mechanic 
11613 Master Equipment Mechanic 
11601 Equipment Service Worker I 
11602 Equipment Service Worker II 
13302 Supervising Mechanic 

      14.    Jail Administrative Legal Clerk Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent 
of base salary to each employee in the classification of administrative legal clerk-journey and 
administrative legal clerk-senior who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail administrative legal clerk 
trainer. It shall be understood that the above-described training pay shall be paid to an employee only 
during the time assigned jail administrative legal clerk trainer responsibilities. Payment of said training 
pay to that employee shall cease at the time the sheriff terminates the jail administrative legal clerk 
training responsibilities or reassigns training responsibilities to another employee. 
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     15.    Field or Jail Training Officer. 
     a.      The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base salary $389 per month to each 
employee in the classification of deputy sheriff II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a field 
training officer or as a jail training officer; provided that not more than twelve (12) employees shall 
receive the said five percent pay differential at any one time. 
     b.      The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base salary to each employee in the 
classification of correctional officer II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail training officer. 
     c.      It shall be understood that the above-described salary differentials shall be paid to an 
employee only during the time they are assigned formal field training or jail training responsibilities. 
Payment of said differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the 
field training responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 
     16.    Public Safety Dispatcher Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of 
base salary to each employee in the classification of public safety dispatcher II who is assigned by the 
sheriff to work as a dispatch trainer. It shall be understood that the above-described salary differential 
shall be paid to an employee only during the time they are assigned dispatcher trainer responsibilities. 
Payment of said differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the 
dispatcher trainer responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 
     17.    POST Dispatcher Certificate Pay. Employees permanently allocated to the classifications of 
public safety dispatcher I, public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and dispatch 
services supervisor will be eligible for the following certificate pays: 
     a.      Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher intermediate certificate will be one hundred 
dollars ($100.00) per pay period. 
     b.      Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher advanced certificate will be one hundred 
twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per pay period. 
     c.      The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will receive 
only one rate of incentive pay for the POST certification. 
     18.    Lateral Signing Bonus. Public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and 
dispatch services supervisor, applicants with prior dispatch experience who are hired into permanently 
allocated positions will be eligible for the following one-time incentives upon their initial hire to the 
county: 
     a.      An initial payment of one thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500.00) will be added to the first 
paycheck earned, and 
     b.      A second/final payment of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) will be paid out upon the 
successful completion of the entire probationary period as determined by the sheriff. 
     19.    PPEO Professional Unit, Confidential and Management. The county shall pay a differential of 
five percent of base salary to each employee who obtains a certificate as a certified public accountant 
and who, with the concurrence of the county executive officer, makes use of the CPA in the course and 
scope of their employment. 
     20.    Canine Pay. Sworn peace officers represented by PCDSA or PCLEMA and PPEO correctional 
officer classifications assigned by the sheriff or district attorney to the duty of supervision, care and 
feeding of a canine, as “canine handlers,” shall receive canine pay of three hundred dollars ($300.00) 
per month.  PCDSA Canine Handlers shall receive Canine Pay of five hours per 14-day work 
period, paid at the overtime rate of time and one-half the employee’s base hourly rate of pay. 
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     a.      All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine is to be provided at county expense. It is 
agreed that care and maintenance includes:  veterinary care necessary to prevent and treat injuries and 
diseases, annual physical exams, and inoculations. County-owned canines shall receive veterinary 
care from a county designated veterinarian. Canine handler-owned canines may receive treatment from 
a county-designated veterinarian or one of the canine handler’s choosing. Veterinary expenses incurred 
through county-designated veterinarians will be paid by the county through direct billing by the 
veterinarian. Expenses incurred through a veterinarian of the canine handler’s choice will be paid by 
reimbursement to the canine handler for receipted claims, provided that in no event shall 
reimbursement exceed the amount normally paid to a county-designated veterinarian for the same or 
similar service. Food for the canine will be provided at the expense of the county through an 
established blanket purchase order and policy developed by the sheriff’s department. 
     b.      The county will provide for the replacement of the canine should it be disabled or killed as a 
result of a line-of-duty injury or accident at no expense to the canine handler. 
     c.      This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal monetary investment, 
duties and responsibilities of a canine handler, in light of the on-duty time already being provided and 
includes the time spent by the canine handler employee while off duty in the care and maintenance of 
the assigned canine, as well as reimbursement of canine related expenses. It represents good faith 
compensation associated with the daily care and maintenance of a canine outside the normal hours of 
work of the assigned canine handler employee during the month. The intent of this pay is to ensure 
compliance with all applicable state and federal labor laws, including, but not limited to, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. Section 201 et seq., and 29 C.F.R. Section 785.23. 
    21.    Jail Incentive Pay. 
     a.      The county will pay an assignment differential of five percent of base salary to each employee 
in qualifying jobs, assigned to report to and work within the jail facility on a regular full or part-time 
basis. The qualifying jobs are: 
     Accounting Assistant—Entry/Journey/Senior 
     Accounting Technician 
     Administrative Clerk—Entry/Journey/Senior 
     Administrative Legal Clerk—Entry/Journey/Senior 
     Administrative Legal Supervisor 
     Administrative Secretary 
     Building Craft Mechanic/Senior Building Craft Mechanic 
     Client Services Counselor—I/II/Senior 
     Client Services Practitioner—I/II/Senior 
     Custodian—I/II 
      b.      Senior administrative legal clerks assigned to work as shift supervisors will receive an 
additional five percent of base salary. 
     22.    LCSW/MFT/MFCC Pay. The county shall pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, 
plus longevity if applicable, to each employee in the classifications of client services practitioner 
I/II/senior and client services program supervisor, who obtains a certificate as a licensed clinical social 
worker (LCSW); marriage and family therapist (MFT); marriage, family, child counselor (MFCC); 
licensed professional counselor (LPCC); licensed psychologist (Ph.D. and Psy.D.). 
    23.    Work Boot/Safety Shoe Allowance. 
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     a.      Each employee in the classifications listed below shall receive an annual work boot/safety 
shoe allowance of three hundred dollars ($300.00). The annual safety shoe allowance shall be paid in 
equal payments each pay period. Employees receiving such allowance shall be required to wear work 
boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their job duties. 

     Agricultural and Standards Inspector I/II/Senior/Supervising 
     Animal Care Attendant 
     Animal Control Officer I/II/Senior/Supervising/Supervising Senior 
     Assistant Road Superintendent 
     Automotive Mechanic/Master Automotive Mechanic 
     Building Crafts Mechanic/Senior/Supervising 
     Building Inspector I/II/Senior/Supervising 
     Bus Driver I/II/Senior 
     Code Compliance Officer I/II/Supervising 
     Custodian I/II/Senior/Supervising 
     Emergency Services Specialist I/II/Senior 
     Engineering Technician I/II 
     Environmental Health Specialist—Registered—Assistant/Associate/Senior/Supervising 
     Environmental Health Technical Specialist 
     Environmental Health Technician I/II/Senior 
     Equipment Mechanic/Master Equipment Mechanic 
     Equipment Mechanic/Welder 
     Equipment Operator/Equipment Operator—Senior 
     Equipment Services Worker I/II 
     Fleet Services Technician 
     Information Technology Analyst I/II/Senior (Assigned to Telecommunications) 
     Information Technology Technician I/II/Supervisor (Assigned to Telecommunications) 
     Maintenance Worker 
     Mechanic—Supervising 
     Park and Grounds Worker/Senior/Supervising 
     Road District Supervisor/Road District Supervisor—Senior 
     Storekeeper 
     Surveyor Assistant/Associate/Senior 
     Traffic Sign Maintenance Worker/Senior 
     Traffic Sign Supervisor/Traffic Sign Supervisor—Senior 
     Transportation Supervisor 
     Tree Trimmer/Tree Trimmer—Senior 
     Tree Maintenance Supervisor/Tree Maintenance Supervisor—Senior 
     Utility Service Worker/Senior/Supervising 
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     Utility Operations Supervisor 
     Waste Disposal Site Attendant/Senior/Supervisor 
     Wildlife Specialist 

      b.      Administrative Dispatcher Assigned to Tahoe. Employees in the department of public works 
assigned to the classification of administrative dispatcher assigned to Tahoe shall receive an annual 
work boot/safety shoe allowance of one hundred fifty dollars ($150.00) per year. The annual work 
boot/safety shoe allowance shall be paid in equal payments each pay period. Employees receiving 
such allowance shall be required to wear work boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their 
job duties. 
     24.    Inmate Oversight Pay—PPEO Represented Employees. Inmate oversight pay shall be as set 
forth in the Memorandum of Understanding. 
     25.    Wellness Incentive—PCLEMA. Wellness incentive pay shall be as set forth in the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 
     26.    PPEO represented employees may receive a pay differential of two and one-half percent of 
base salary for special skill certification(s) and/or licenses. To qualify, the certification(s) shall meet the 
following criteria: 
     a.      Certification/license is for the performance of duties required by the county and approved by 
the employee’s appointing authority and the county executive officer. 
     b.      Certification/license is for the performance of duties not specified in the employee’s job 
classification and/or required as a minimum qualification. 
     c.      Certification/license must be required by the state of California or a regulatory agency in order 
to perform or oversee the duties. 
     d.      Certification/license must be renewable and be kept current. 
     e.      Certification/license duties are not already identified for additional compensation in the current 
MOU between PPEO and the county. 
     The pay differential will cease under any of the following conditions: 
     i.       The employee’s duties or work assignment change, 
     ii.      The certification/license is no longer necessary or applicable, 
     iii.     The certification/license is not used or required to perform the duties, or 
     iv.     The employee fails to maintain the certification/license. 
     27.    Building Inspector Certificate Pay. Certificates that are attained by employees in the 
classifications of building inspector I/II, senior, and supervising, beyond those presented to meet the 
minimum qualification as stated in the class specifications shall be compensated at the rate of fifty 
dollars ($50.00) per certificate per month up to a maximum of two hundred dollars ($200.00) per month 
for each of the certificates listed: plans examiner, plumbing, mechanical, electrical (commercial or 
residential). The county will reimburse a qualifying employee for all initial exams and renewal fees 
associated with the above certificates for up to three exams per year. 
     28.    Undercover Pay. An employee within the following classifications designated by the sheriff and 
the chief probation officer to work an undercover assignment shall receive five percent additional 
compensation: 
      Deputy Probation Officer I/II 
     Senior and Supervising Deputy Probation Officer 
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      29.    Confidential Pay. Permanent employees in positions designated as confidential, as defined in 
the Placer County Employer and Employee Relations Policy, shall receive three and one-half percent 
additional pay.            

30.    Licensure/Certification. Management employees in the health and human services 
department who possess and use specialty licensure or certification which is above the minimum 
qualification and used during the normal course and scope of their position will receive a pay differential 
of five percent of base salary; example, licensed clinical social worker (LCSW). 
     31.    Tuition Reimbursement. Pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth in the county’s tuition 
reimbursement policy, classified management employees are eligible for tuition reimbursement in the 
amount of one thousand two hundred dollars ($1,200.00) per calendar year. PPEO and PCDSA 
represented employees may be eligible for tuition reimbursement pursuant to the applicable 
memorandum of understanding. 

32. 
ADMIN. 
CODE CLASSIFICATION TITLE 
15585 Architectural Assistant I *a 
14210  Architectural Assistant II *a 
14207 Assistant Surveyor *b 
13545 Capital Improvements Manager *a 
14202 Engineer – Assistant *b 
13522 Property Manager *a 
13519 Utility Program Manager *b 

*a  All employees in this class shall be paid at the corresponding step of the next higher salary grade 
upon presentation of the certificate of registration as a licensed architect issued by the California 
State Board of Architectural Examiners. 

*b  The county will pay an additional five percent of the base hourly rate, plus longevity if applicable, 
upon presentation of a certificate of registration as a civil engineer or land surveyor issued by the 
California State Board of Registration for Professional Engineers. 
33.    All pays listed in this section must meet the CalPERS definition of special compensation to be 

considered reportable. CalPERS solely determines whether any or all pays listed in this section meet 
the CalPERS definition of special compensation for the calculation of retirement benefits.  The county is 
not responsible for reporting any pays not determined by CalPERS to be reportable.  (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 
2021; Ord. 6062-B § 1, 2020; Ord. 5991-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 5903-B § 2, 2018; Ord. 5894-B § 4, 2017; 
Ord. 5885-B § 3, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 11, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 1, 2016; Ord. 5766-B § 1, 2015; Ord. 
5740-B §§ 15—18, 2014; Ord. 5719-B § 3, 2013; Ord. 5700-B § 37, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 49, 2012; 
Ord. 5608-B § 6, 2010; Ord. 5597-B, 2010; Ord. 5572-B § 17, 2009; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B 
(Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5472-B, 2007; Ord. 5451-B, 2007; Ord. 5448-B, 2007; Ord. 5447-B, 2007; Ord. 
5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; Ord. 5441-B, 2007; Ord. 5428-B, 2006; Ord. 5426-B, 2006; Ord. 
5422-B, 2006; Ord. 5414-B, 2006; Ord. 5410-B, 2006; Ord. 5396-B, 2006; Ord. 5391-B, 2005; Ord. 
5386-B, 2005; Ord. 5382-B, 2005; Ord. 5379-B, 2005; Ord. 5372-B, 2005; Ord. 5363-B, 2005; Ord. 
5361-B, 2005; Ord. 5349-B, 2005; Ord. 5343-B, 2004; Ord. 5337-B, 2004; Ord. 5336-B, 2004; Ord. 
5334-B, 2004; Ord. 5314-B, 2004; Ord. 5312-B, 2004; Ord. 5311-B, 2004; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; Ord. 
5303-B, 2004; Ord. 5297-B, 2004; Ord. 5288-B, 2004; Ord. 5286-B, 2004; Ord. 5281-B, 2004; Ord. 
5279-B, 2003; Ord. 5267-B, 2003; Ord. 5263-B, 2003; Ord. 5261-B, 2003; Ord. 5260, 2003; Ord. 5257-
B, 2003; Ord. 5256-B, 2003; Ord. 5254-B, 2003; Ord. 5247-B, 2003; Ord. 5240-B, 2003; Ord. 5230-B, 
2003; Ord. 5224-B, 2003; Ord. 5216-B, 2002; Ord. 5215-B, 2002; Ord. 5205-B, 2002; Ord. 5203, 2002; 
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Ord. 5197-B, 2002; Ord. 5194-B, 2002; Ord. 5193-B, 2002; Ord. 5189-B, 2002; Ord. 5186-B, 2002; 
Ord. 5172-B, 2002; Ord. 5165-B, 2002; Ord. 5164-B, 2002; Ord. 5163-B, 2002; Ord. 5160-B, 2002; 
Ord. 5153-B, 2002; Ord. 5150-B, 2002; Ord. 5139-B, 2001; Ord. 5138-B, 2001; Ord. 5137-B, 2001; 
Ord. 5115-B, 2001; Ord. 5099-B, 2001; Ord. 5100-B, 2001; Ord. 5107-B, 2001; Ord. 5111-B, 2001; 
Ord. 5095-B, 2001; Ord. 5089-B, 2001; Ord. 5085, 2001; Ord. 5083-B, 2001; Ord. 5075-B, 2001; Ord. 
5069-B, 2000; Ord. 5062-B, 2000; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 28, 30), 2000; Ord. 5044-B, 
2000; Ord. 5040-B, 2000; Ord. 5032-B, 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. A, D, F), 2000; Ord. 5028-B, 2000; 
Ord. 5026, 2000; Ord. 5017-B, 2000; Ord. 5014-B, 2000; Ord. 4998-B, 1999; Ord. 4988-B, 1999; Ord. 
4986-B, 1999; Ord. 4970-B, 1999; Ord. 4967-B, 1999; Ord. 4963-B, 1999; prior code § 14.3000) 
 

 

3.12.040 Salaries—Placer County sheriff’s ordinance initiativeAll represented employees.  

Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California Constitution, Sections 302 and 604 
of the Placer County Charter, adopted by the electorate on November 4, 1980, and California 
Government Code Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors shall negotiate and set 
compensation for all employees represented by PPEO, PCLEMA, and DSA. 

     A.      The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing maximum salaries for 
the Nevada County sheriff’s office, El Dorado County sheriff’s office, and Sacramento County sheriff’s 
office for each class of position employed by said agencies. 
     B.      Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of position 
as set forth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average salary for each 
class of position in the Placer County sheriff’s office at a level equal to the average of the salaries for 
the comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff’s office, El Dorado County sheriff’s office and 
the Sacramento County sheriff’s office. 
     C.      As used herein the term “comparable class of position” shall mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the following 
positions as guidelines: 
     1.      Corporal, sergeant, deputy. 
     D.     The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions which may 
relate to salaries of county employees or officers who are not elected by popular vote. (Ord. 6060-B § 
1, 2020; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5441-B, 2007; prior code § 14.3005) 
 

3.12.060 Longevity pay. 

     A.     PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement Employees. 
Effective the first day of the pay period that includes November 1, 2019 and subject to the conditions 
specified herein, PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement 
Employees shall be eligible for longevity pay under one of the following formulas. 
     1.      Longevity Pay A. This category of longevity pay applies only to permanent employees who are 
already receiving longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. For this category, each permanent 
employee will continue to receive longevity pay, which is a one-time five percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (A)(5). The basis to receive longevity pay will be determined by either one (but 
not both) of the following two formulas: 
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     a.      The permanent employee has been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten thousand four 
hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years continuous full-time paid service) with Placer County. 
     b.      The permanent employee has worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours (10,400) paid 
hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of employment with 
Placer County. 
     2.      Longevity Pay B. This category of longevity pay applies to permanent employees hired on or 
before October 31, 2019, that have not qualified for longevity pay by October 31, 2019. For this 
category, each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) 
continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment (ten (10) years of continuous full-
time paid service) with Placer County shall receive as longevity pay a two percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (A)(5). Each permanent employee who has at least thirty-one thousand two 
hundred (31,200) continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment (fifteen (15) 
years of continuous full-time paid service) shall receive as longevity pay a three percent increase, 
calculated pursuant to subsection (A)(5). This category of longevity pay shall be calculated on a 
cumulative basis to equal no more than five percent in total. 
     3.      Longevity Pay C. This category of longevity pay applies solely to retirees of the county with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier that were PPEO Represented, Management, 
Confidential and Unclassified, Nonmanagement Employees that had received longevity pay prior to his 
or her retirement. For this category, each retiree that received longevity pay on or before October 31, 
2019, is deemed to have earned longevity pay under one of the following two formulas: 
     a.      The retiree was a permanent employee that had been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten 
thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with Placer County. 
     b.      The retiree was a permanent employee that worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours 
(10,400) paid hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of 
employment with Placer County. 
     If the retiree had not received longevity pay prior to their retirement on or before October 31, 2019, 
this subsection does not grant or change the longevity pay status to the retiree as it applies only to 
retirees that had already received longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. 
     4.      PPEO represented, management, confidential and unclassified nonmanagement employees 
permanently hired on or after November 1, 2019, shall not be eligible for longevity pay. 
     5.      Longevity pay shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule 
plus percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code, as 
applicable. 
     6.      For purposes of Longevity Pay A employees and Longevity Pay C retirees of the County with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier, an employee or retiree who took a voluntary demotion, 
transfer or reclassification to a lower salary grade is deemed to have the previously earned work hours 
at the higher salary grade count towards the longevity pay calculation in the lower salary grade. 
     7.      Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regardless of the 
reason, will not be included for purposes of determining eligibility for longevity pay under any of the 
longevity pay formulas. 
     8.      Eligible employees or retirees can qualify for longevity pay only pursuant to one of the 
longevity pay formulas. Once a longevity increase has been provided to an employee it will remain with 
the employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 
     9.      Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date, will follow the 
reinstatement provisions found in Section 3.08.1150 for eligibility for longevity pay. 
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     10.    Probation officer series employees who have received the ten (10) year and/or twenty (20) 
year longevity pay under the DSA MOU and subsection B of this section as of April 1, 2008, will 
continue to receive said pay in a grandfathered status. Probation officer series employees will follow the 
PPEO professional unit longevity provision if they had not received longevity pay as of April l, 2008. 
     B.      Deputy Sheriffs’ Association and Safety Management. Permanent employees meeting the 
following criteria shall be eligible to receive two five percent increases, calculated pursuant to 
subsection(B)(3), which shall be referred to as “longevity pay.” As to either step alternative, a break in 
service will result in a new calculation for a new five or ten (10) year period, and no service prior to the 
break will be counted as part of the new five or ten (10) year period. Extra help time and time off without 
pay will not be included as part of this calculation. Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or 
unpaid leave of absence will not constitute a break in service. Time off for these reasons will not count 
toward the completion of the required service time. 
     1.      Longevity Pay 1 (Five Percent). An employee is eligible for five percent longevity pay upon 
meeting the requirements in either subsection (B)(1)(a) or (b), but cannot earn both: 
     a.      Each permanent employee who has been at step 5 of their salary grade in the same 
classification for ten thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with 
Placer County shall be eligible.  This special compensation is not reportable to CalPERS. 
     b.      Each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) paid 
hours (ten (10) years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall be eligible. 
     2.      Longevity Pay 2 (Additional Five Percent for a Total of Ten (10) Percent). Each permanent 
employee who has at least forty-one thousand six hundred (41,600) paid hours (twenty (20) years of 
full-time paid service) with Placer County, shall receive an additional five percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (B)(3). 
     3.      Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 of this code, as applicable. For 
safety management, classified and unclassified, longevity shall be applied to base hourly rate plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code and flat 
special compensation allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, 
undercover assignment, and wellness, as applicable. 
     4.      Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date will follow the 
reinstatement provisions for eligibility for longevity pay; within two years maintains prior eligibility; two 
years or more is treated as a new employee. 
     5.      Any form of overtime hours, extra help hours and time off without pay regardless of the reason 
will not be included for purposes of eligibility for longevity. 
     6.      Once such longevity increase (longevity pay 1 and 2) has been provided to an employee, that 
employee shall have no further right to a longevity increase. The longevity increase(s) will remain with 
the employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 
     C.      Elected Department Heads. Effective January 13, 2001, and continuing thereafter, elected 
department heads shall be eligible at the beginning of the first full pay period of the seventh year in 
office to receive a one-time five percent increase in their then current salary. This longevity pay shall be 
calculated only on a cumulative basis with any other longevity pays earned under subsection A or B. 
Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus percentage-
based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.030 of this code and flat special compensation 
allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, undercover assignment, and 
wellness, as applicable. (Ord. 6072-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5992-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 
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5740-B § 19, 2014; Ord. 5683-B § 50, 2012; Ord. 5627-B § 25, 2010; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; 
Ord. 5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 29), 2000; prior code § 14.3050) 
 

 

3.12.080 Tahoe branch assignment premium. 

     Employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional 
compensation: 
     A.     Confidential, Management, and Unclassified Employees permanently assigned to a position 
located in the North Lake Tahoe area and who reside within fifty (50) driving miles of the Placer County 
Tahoe Administrative Center, located at 775 N. Lake Blvd in Tahoe City, will qualify for the Tahoe 
Branch Assignment Premium.   

1. Effective the first pay period following July 1, 2019, Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium shall be 
eight hundred and seventy-five dollars ($875) per month. 

     2.   Employees will be required to request the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium and will need to 
demonstrate and certify residency within the specified areas. 
     3.    Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside in an area 

qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 
     4.    Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium at the time this ordinance is 

effective will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted and continuous duration of the 
employee’s position in the North Lake Tahoe area. If an employee no longer occupies a position in the 
North Lake Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption of this 
agreement, the residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 
     5.    Residency under this section shall be determined in accordance with California Government 

Code Section 244. 
B.     For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Management Association, 

Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the county and the PCLEMA. 
     C.      For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s AssociationPCDSA.  

1. Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the county and the PCDSA eight hundred seventy-five dollars 
($875) per month. 

2. Effective October 9, 2021, employees hired into or transferring into a position located in 
the North Lake Tahoe area and who have a primary residence or rent a dwelling within 
50 driving miles of the Placer County Sheriff’s Office Burton Creek substation will 
qualify for the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

a. Employees will be required to request Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium pay and will 
need to demonstrate and certify residency or rental of a dwelling within the specified 
areas. 

b. Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside or rent a 
dwelling in an area qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay. 

c. Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay as of October 9, 
2021 will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted and continuous duration 
of the employee’s position in the North Lake Tahoe area, but if resuming a position in 
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the North Lake Tahoe area after said date, the residency requirement of this section will 
apply to the employee upon re-occupying the same or different position in the North 
Lake Tahoe area. 

d. “Primary residence” shall be determined in accordance with the Government Code 
Section 244. 

     D.      For employees represented by the Placer Public employees Organization, Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Premium shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county 
and the PPEO. (Ord. 5986-B § 2, 2019; Ord. 5894-B § 6, 2017; Ord. 5885-B § 4, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 
9, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 3, 2016; Ord. 5749-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5747-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 20, 
2014; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; Ord. 
5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 26), 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. E), 2000; prior code § 14.3092) 
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

 
 
 
 Ordinance No.: ____________ 
 
 
 Introduced: September 14, 2021 
 

 

 

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer 

at a regular meeting held______________, by the following vote: 

 
Ayes:   

Noes:   

Absent:  

 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

       _______________________________ 
        Chair, Board of Supervisors 
 
 
Attest: 
 
_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 
 
 
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the matter of:  An ordinance implementing salary 
and benefits adjustments for employees represented by 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association. 
 
 

Attachment 3 – Uncodified Ordinance –Compensation Adjustments 
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Section 1. This ordinance implements salary adjustments for employees represented by 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association (PCDSA) as set forth in Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 
 
 
Section 2.  This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption unless 
otherwise set forth in Exhibit A.   
 
 
Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as an un-codified ordinance. 
 
 
 
Exhibit A:  Compensation Adjustments for Employees Represented by Placer County 

Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 

Attachment 3 – Uncodified Ordinance –Compensation Adjustments 
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Attachment 3 – Exhibit A - Uncodified Ordinance - Compensation Adjustments  
 

EXHIBIT A 

 

SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 

PCDSA represented employees shall receive general wage increases as follows: 

• Deputy Sheriff Trainee    1.09% 
• Deputy Sheriff I     1.09% 
• Assistant Deputy Sheriff I    1.09% 
• Deputy Sheriff II     1.09%     
• Chief Deputy Coroner    1.41% 
• Sheriff’s Sergeant     1.41% 
• Investigator – District Attorney   1.41% 
• Investigator – Welfare Fraud/Child Support 1.41% 
• Investigator – Welfare Fraud – Supervising 1.41% 

   

HEALTH CARE 

a. Effective January 1, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80% of the total premium for the PORAC 
health plan offered by the County. 
 

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shall pay the difference through payroll 
deduction.  Should employees select a health plan with lower monthly premiums than the 
maximum monthly premium paid by the County, the County’s contribution shall be limited to the 
cost of the selected plan premium. 
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Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

       Resolution No.: ____________ 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

_______________________________ 
Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has the authority to implement 
Government Code 20691; and 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has a written labor policy or 
agreement which specifically provides for the normal member contributions to be paid 
by the employer; and 

WHEREAS, one of the steps in the procedures to implement Section 20691 is the 
adoption by the governing body of Placer County of a Resolution to commence said 
Employer Paid Contributions (EPMC); and 

In the matter of: 
Adopting the CalPERS Resolution to change the 
Employer Paid Member Contributions for Placer 
County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 
Miscellaneous Employees in Welfare Fraud 
Investigator Classification Series. 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Attachment 4 - Resolution - CalPERS Changes Misc.
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WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has identified the following conditions 
for the purpose of its election to pay EPMC: 
 

• This benefit shall apply to all miscellaneous employees of the Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs’ Association in the Welfare Fraud Investigation classification 
series. 
 

• This benefit shall consist of paying 4% of the normal member contribution as 
EPMC for employees hired prior to January 1, 2011. 
 

• The effective date of this Resolution shall be September 25, 2021. 
 
BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California, 
that the governing body of Placer County elects to pay EPMC as set forth above. 
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105
PA 344



Before the Board of Supervisors 
County of Placer, State of California 

  
 
 
 
        Resolution No.: ____________ 
 
 
 
The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

 
  
 
 
 

 

 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

       _______________________________ 
        Chair, Board of Supervisors 
 
 
Attest: 
 
_______________________ 
Clerk of said Board 
 
 
WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has the authority to implement 
Government Code Section 20691; and 
 
WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has a written labor policy or 
agreement which specifically provides for the normal member contributions to be paid 
by the employer; and 
 
WHEREAS, one of the steps in the procedures to implement Section 20691 is the 
adoption by the governing body of Placer County of a Resolution to commence said 
Employer Paid Member Contributions (EPMC); and 
 

In the matter of:  
Adopting the CalPERS Resolution to change the 
Employer Paid Member Contributions for Placer 
County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association Safety 
Employees. 

 

 
Ayes:   
 
Noes:   
 
Absent: 
 

Attachment 5 - Resolution - CalPERS Changes Safety
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WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has identified the following conditions 
for the purpose of its election to pay EPMC: 

• This benefit shall apply to all employees of the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’
Association covered by the CalPERS Safety Retirement Plan.

• This benefit shall consist of paying 2.75% of the normal member contributions as
EPMC for employees hired prior to January 1, 2011.

• The effective date of this Resolution shall be September 25, 2021

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California 
that the governing body of Placer County elects to pay EPMC as set forth above. 

Attachment 5 - Resolution - CalPERS Changes Safety
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16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

SHORT TITLE OF CASE: Placer County DSA, et al. vs. County of Placer 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of Sacramento.  I am over 
the age of 18 years and am not a party to the within action.  My business address is 1912 I Street, 
Sacramento, California 95811. My e-mail is jdelgado@mastagni.com.  

On January 21, 2022, I served the below-described document(s) by the following means 
of service: 

X BY U.S. FIRST-CLASS MAIL [C.C.P. §§1013 & 1013(a)]: 
I placed the envelope for collection and mailing, following our ordinary business practices. I 
am readily familiar with this firm’s business practice of collecting and processing 
correspondence for mailing.  On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection and 
mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service, 
in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid; and 

X BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE [C.C.P. §1010.6(a)]: 
Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept electronic service, I caused a 
.pdf version of the below-described documents to be sent to the persons at the electronic mail 
addresses set forth below. 

NAME/DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT(S) SERVED: 
• AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 

ADDRESSES OF SERVICE: 
Via U.S. Mail & E-Mail 

Michael Youril 
myouril@lcwlegal.com 
Lars Reed 
lreed@lcwlegal.com 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
5250 North Palm Ave, Ste 310 
Fresno, CA 93704 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 
foregoing is true and correct and was executed on January 21, 2022, at Sacramento, California. 

/s/ Jessica Delgado
Jessica Delgado
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Michael D. Youril, Bar No. 285591 
myouril@lcwlegal.com 
Lars T. Reed, Bar No. 318807 
lreed@lcwlegal.com 
LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE 
A Professional Law Corporation 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: 916-584-7000 
Facsimile: 916-584-7083 

Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF PLACER  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION and NOAH 
FREDERITO, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.:  S-CV-0047770 
 
Complaint Filed: December 21, 2021 
 
RESPONDENT COUNTY OF PLACER’S 
NOTICE OF DEMURRER AND DEMURRER 
TO PETITIONERS PLACER COUNTY 
DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION AND 
NOAH FREDERITO’S AMENDED PETITION 
FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 

Date: March 3, 2022 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 42 
 
 (*Exempt from filing fees pursuant to Gov.  
Code, § 6103.) 
 

 

 

TO PETITIONERS AND THEIR ATTORNEY OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on March 3, 2022 at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the 

matter may be heard in Department 42 of the above-entitled Court, located at 10820 Justice 

Center Drive, Roseville, California, Respondent County of Placer (hereinafter “Respondent” or 

“County”) will and hereby does demur to the Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and 

Complaint for Declaratory Relief (“Petition”) filed by Petitioners Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ 

Association (hereinafter “DSA”) and Noah Frederito (collectively hereinafter “Petitioners”). 

/ / / 
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1 Defendant demurs to the Petition pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 430.10, 

subdivisions (a), (e), and (f), on the grounds set forth in the demurrer below, which is 

incorporated fully herein by reference. The Demurrer is based on this Notice of Demurrer and 

Demurrer, the Memorandum of Points and Authorities served and filed herewith, the Declaration 

of Lars T. Reed, all of the pleadings and papers on file with the Court herein, on such matters as 

the Court may take judicial notice, and any further evidence and argument that the Court may 

receive at or before the hearing on this Demurrer.

Statutory Meet & Confer

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 430.41, and Local Rule 20.2.1, the Parties 

have met and conferred by telephone regarding the grounds for demurrer, and were not able reach 

an agreement resolving the objections raised herein. (Reed Deck at 3-9.)

Local Rule 20.2.3 Notice

10

11

12
5

o •= §| ktl 2)f«
fillim

13 Pursuant to Local Rule 20.2.3, the court will issue a tentative ruling for this matter on the 

court day before the hearing. The tentative ruling will be available after 12:00 noon as an audio 

recording accessible at (916) 408-6480; the tentative ruling will also be available at the court’s 

website, www.placer.courts.ca.gov. The tentative ruling shall become the final ruling on the 

matter and no hearing will be held unless oral argument is timely requested or the tentative ruling 

indicates otherwise. Requests for oral argument must be made by calling (916) 408-6481 no later 

than 4:00 p.m. on the court day prior to the hearing.

Dated: February 2_, 2022

14

15

16<

17

18

19

20 LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE
21

22
By: /23 Michael D. Youril 

Lars T. Reed 
Attorneys for Respondent 
COUNTY OF PLACER

24

25

26

27

28
2
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DEMURRER 

Respondent hereby demurs pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 430.10 as follows: 

Demurrer to the First Cause of Action 

1. Petitioners’ first cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 

of action for violation of Elections Code Section 9125.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (a), 

(e).) The cited ballot initiative – Measure F of 1976 – was an unconstitutional use of the local 

initiative right because it violates Article XI, Section 1, of the California Constitution, by 

depriving the County Board of Supervisors of its constitutional authority to set compensation for 

County employees. (Cal. Const., art. XI, § 1, subd. (b); Meldrim v. Board of Supervisors of 

Contra Costa County (1976) 57 Cal.App.3d 341; Jahr v. Casebeer (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1250.) 

2. Petitioners’ first cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 

of action for violation of Elections Code Section 9125.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (a), 

(e).) Measure F was an unconstitutional use of the local initiative right because it unlawfully 

delegates to third parties the County Board of Supervisors’ constitutional authority to set 

employee compensation. (See County of Riverside v. Superior Court (2003) 30 Cal.4th 278.) 

3. Petitioners’ first cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 

of action for violation of Elections Code Section 9125. (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (a), (e).) 

Measure F deprives both the County and the DSA the right to negotiate over wages for County 

employees represented by the DSA; accordingly, the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act preempts and 

supersedes Measure F. (Voters for Responsible Retirement v. Board of Supervisors of Trinity 

County (1994) 8 Cal.4th 765.) 

4. Petitioners’ first cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 

of action for violation of Elections Code Section 9125.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (a), 

(e).) When the voters of Placer County enacted the Placer County Charter in 1980, this 

superseded Measure F because the Charter specifically grants the Board of Supervisors the 

authority to set the compensation of County employees. (Placer County Charter § 302, subd. (b); 

Cal. Const., art. XI, § 3, subd. (a) [“County charters adopted pursuant to this section shall 

supersede any existing charter and all laws inconsistent therewith.”].) 
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Demurrer to the Second Cause of Action1

Petitioners’ second cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a 

of action for Violation of Placer County Code section 3.12.040. (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, 

subd. (a), (e).) The County Board of Supervisors lawfully amended Placer County Code section 

3.12.040 on September 28, 2021 pursuant to its legal authority under the California Constitution 

and the County Charter. (Cal. Const., art. XI, § 1, subd. (b); Placer County Charter § 302, subd. 

(b).) The Board’s actions in implementing changes to compensation for DSA-represented 

employees was consistent with the amended ordinance.

Petitioners’ second cause of action for violation of Placer County Code section 

3.12.040 is uncertain, such that Respondent cannot reasonably ascertain what it is supposed to 

respond to. (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (f); see Williams v. Beechnut Nutrition Carp. (1986) 

185 Cal.App.3d 135, 139 fn. 2.). Petitioners fail to identify any legal theory or cite to any legal 

authority supporting their assertion that the United States and California Constitutions create a 

duty for the County to set compensation for DSA-represented County employees according to the 

Measure F formula.

5.2

3 cause

4

5

6

7

8

9 6.

10

11

12
I 2u '= vS S E •N

111! 13
fill 14
Hi 15 

-■■si 16 Demurrer to the Third Cause of Action<
17 7. Petitioners’ third cause of action fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a valid 

claim for declaratory relief. (Code Civ. Proc. § 430.10, subd. (a), (e).) Petitioners’ claim for 

declaratory relief fails because it is “wholly derivative” of the substantive claims set forth in their 

Iirst and second causes of action, which are invalid as a matter of law for the reasons described 

above. (Ball v. FleetBoston Financial Corp. (2008) 164 Cal.App.4th 794, 800.)

Dated: February ^ , 2022

18

19

20

21

22 LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

23

24 By:
Michael D. Youril 
Lars T. Reed
Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER

25

26

27

28
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On December 21, 2021, Petitioners Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (“DSA”) 

and Noah Frederito (“Frederito”) (collectively, “Petitioners”) filed a Petition for Writ of Mandate 

and Complaint for Declaratory Relief against Respondent County of Placer (“County” or 

“Respondent”.) On January 21, 2022, Petitioners filed an Amended Petition. The Petition, as 

amended, sets forth three causes of action: (1) Violation of Elections Code § 9125; (2) Violation 

of Placer County Code § 3.12.040; and (3) Request for Declaratory Relief.   

Petitioners’ claims arise from the County’s amendment of Section 3.12.040 and a 

subsequent ordinance raising wages for deputy sheriffs to 4% above the previous year. Petitioners 

argue that Section 3.12.040 codifies a 1976 local ballot initiative (“Measure F”), which purports 

to govern salaries for Placer County Sheriff’s Office employees, and that the County therefore 

violated the Elections Code by amending the ordinance without prior voter approval. Petitioners 

also assert a derivative claim – on the assumption that the amendment to Section 3.12.040 was 

unlawful and void – that when the Board raised deputy sheriffs’ salaries beyond what the 

Measure F formula would provide, the Board thereby violated Section 3.12.040. 

The legal questions presented in this case can be resolved by a straightforward application 

of governing legal authorities. Under both the state constitution and state law, Measure F has been 

void and invalid since its adoption because it unlawfully deprives the County Board of 

Supervisors of its constitutional authority to set employee compensation, unlawfully delegates the 

Board’s salary-setting authority to other agencies, and deprives both parties of their right – and 

duty – under the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (“MMBA”) to negotiate over employee salaries.  

Therefore, the County had the legal authority to amend the ordinance codifying Measure F 

without voter approval and enact changes to employee compensation. Even assuming the County 

did need voter approval to repeal Measure F, that requirement was met in 1980 when Placer 

County voters adopted a county charter containing a superseding grant of salary-setting authority 

to the Board of Supervisors. For these reasons, as set forth in more detail below, Petitioners’ 

claims fail as a matter of law, and the demurrer must be sustained without leave to amend. 
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II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

A demurrer challenges defects that appear on the face of the complaint, or from matters 

subject to judicial notice.  (See Blank v. Kirwan (1985) 39 Cal.3d 311, 318; Donabedian v. 

Mercury Ins. Co. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 968, 998.)  The “face of the complaint” includes 

matters shown in exhibits attached to the complaint and incorporated by reference.  (Frantz v. 

Blackwell (1987) 189 Cal.App.3d 91, 94.) This primary evidence trumps inconsistent allegations 

in the complaint. (Moran v. Prime Healthcare Mgmt., Inc. (2016) 3 Cal. App.5th 1131, 1145-

1146.) While a demurrer admits all material facts, it does not admit contentions, deductions, or 

conclusions of law.  (Fisher v. San Pedro Peninsula Hosp. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 590, 604.)   

A demurrer is appropriate when a complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 

cause of action. (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (e).) A demurrer is also appropriate when a 

cause of action is uncertain, ambiguous, or unintelligible. (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (e).) 

A demurrer is also appropriate when the complaint discloses a defense that bars the plaintiff’s 

recovery.  (McKenney v. Purepac Pharmaceutical Co. (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 72, 78-79.) 

III. SUMMARY OF RELEVANT FACTS1 

A. THE PARTIES 

Petitioner DSA is the exclusive labor representative for County employees in the 

classification of Sheriff’s Deputy. (Petition ¶ 1.) Petitioner Frederito is employed by the County 

as a Deputy Sheriff, and has held that position since 2013; Petitioner Frederito is also the 

President of the DSA, a position he has held since 2018. (Petition ¶ 2.) Respondent is the County 

of Placer, a political subdivision and public agency organized under the laws of the State of 

California and – since 1980 – the Charter of the County of Placer. (Petition ¶¶ 3, 7.) 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

                                                 
1
 The Petition contains several pages of allegations that are legally irrelevant. (See Motion to Strike, filed 

concurrently.) Several assertions in the Petition are also inconsistent with the primary documents attached as Exhibits 

or with matters subject to judicial notice. The following is a summary of facts actually relevant to the causes of 

action. 
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B. IN 1976, PLACER COUNTY VOTERS APPROVE AN ORDINANCE THAT 

SET A FIXED FORMULA FOR SHERIFF DEPUTIES’ SALARIES 

On November 2, 1976, the voters of Placer County voted to approve a local ballot 

initiative known as “Measure F.”2 (Petition ¶ 5; Respondent’s Request for Judicial Notice 

(“RJN”), Exhibits A-C.) As it appeared on the ballot, Measure F read as follows:3 

The Board of Supervisors shall, at least annually, determine the existing 
maximum salaries for the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office, El Dorado County 
Sheriff’s Office and Sacramento County Sheriff’s Office for each class of 
position employed by said agencies. 

Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter 
the Board of Supervisors shall, during the month of January, determine the 
average salary for each class of position as set forth herein, and beginning the 
first pay period following January shall fix the average salary for each class of 
position in the Placer County Sheriff’s Office at a level equal to the average of 
the salaries for the comparable positions in the Nevada County Sheriff’s 
Office, El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office and the Sacramento County 
Sheriff’s Office. 

As used herein the term “comparable class of position” shall mean a group 
of positions substantially similar with respect to qualifications or duties or 
responsibilities using the following positions as guidelines: 

Undersheriff Inspector Corporal 
Captain Sergeant Deputy 
Lieutenant 

The provisions of this ordinance shall prevail over any otherwise 
conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries of county employees or 
officers who are not elected by popular vote. 

(It is proposed that the above ordinance be adopted by the Electors to 
insure that the employees of the Placer County Sheriff’s Department shall 
have salaries comparable to the other competing law enforcement agencies 
surrounding Placer County.) 

(RJN, Exhibit B; see also Petition ¶¶ 5-6.)  

After the election, the County designated the initiative language as Section 14.3005 of the 

Placer County Code. Section 14.3005 was later renumbered and codified as Section 3.12.040 

when the entire County Code was republished in 2000.4 

/ / / 

                                                 
2
 The Petition incorrectly states that Measure F was passed in 1977. (Petition ¶ 5.) 

3
 The 1976 ballot language contained several non-substantive typographic errors, which have been corrected here. 

4
 The official County Code and the County Charter are published online at https://qcode.us/codes/placercounty/.  
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C. VOTERS ENACT THE PLACER COUNTY CHARTER IN 1980, GIVING 

SALARY-SETTING AUTHORITY TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

In 1980, the voters of Placer County enacted the Placer County Charter. (Petition ¶ 7; 

RJN, Exhibits D-E.) The Charter provides in relevant part as follows: 

Section 102 Powers [of the County]. 

The county has and shall have all the powers which are now or may hereafter 
be provided by the Constitution and the laws of the State of California and by 
this Charter. 

Section 103 Exercise of Powers. 

The powers mentioned in the preceding section shall be exercised only by a 
Board of Supervisors or through agents and officers acting under its authority 
or authority conferred by law. 

Section 301 [Powers And Duties Of The Board Of Supervisors] In General. 

 (a) The Board shall have all the jurisdiction and authority which now or 
which may hereafter be granted by the Constitution and the laws of the State 
of California or by this Charter.  

(b) It is the purpose of this Charter to allow the people of Placer County to 
have self government and home rule; silence in the Charter on a given subject 
does not relegate the county to compliance with the general law. 

Section 302 Duties5 

The Board shall  
… 
(b) Provide, by ordinance for the number of assistants, deputies, clerks, and 
other persons to be employed from time to time in the several offices and 
institutions of the county, and for their compensation.  
… 
(d) Adopt the annual budget of the county. 

Section 604 Continuation of Laws in Effect. 6 

All laws of the county in effect at the effective date of this Charter shall 
continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary to the provisions of 
this Charter, or until repealed or modified pursuant to the authority of this 
Charter or the general law. 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

                                                 
5
 The Petition incorrectly cites this as Section 302(b) of the Placer County Code. (Petition at ¶ 7.)  

6
 The Petition incorrectly cites this as Section 603. (Petition at ¶ 8.) 
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D. THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS VOTE TO REPEAL COUNTY CODE 

SECTION 3.12.040 AND CHANGE COMPENSATION FOR DEPUTIES 

On September 14, 2021, the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing over a proposed 

ordinance that, among other things, would amend County Code section 3.12.040. (Petition ¶ 64, 

Exhibit J.) At the same hearing, the Board also considered a separate ordinance which, if passed, 

would enact a salary increase for County employees in the Deputy Sheriffs bargaining unit above 

what the Measure F formula would provide. (Petition ¶ 64, Exhibit J.)  

At the following Board of Supervisors meeting, on September 28, 2021, the Placer County 

Board of Supervisors duly passed both ordinances. (Petition ¶¶ 66-67.) Ordinance 6014-B 

amended County Code section 3.12.040, effective immediately, to read as follows: 

3.12.040 Salaries – All represented employees. 

Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California Constitution, 
Sections 302 and 604 of the Placer County Charter, adopted by the electorate 
on November 4, 1980, and California Government Code Sections 3504 and 
3505, the Board of Supervisors shall negotiate and set compensation for all 
employees represented by PPEO, PCLEMA, and DSA.7 

(Petition ¶ 67, Exhibit I.)  

Ordinance 6015-B implemented salary and benefits adjustments, providing a 1.09% wage 

increase for sheriffs’ deputies and a 1.41% wage increase for sergeants. (Petition ¶ 66, Exhibit H.) 

This brought the total salary increase for 2021 to 4%. (Petition, Exhibit J, page “64”.) 

IV. LEGAL ARGUMENT 

A. DEMURRER TO THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION, ALLEGING 

VIOLATION OF ELECTIONS CODE SECTION 9125 

Petitioners assert as their first cause of action that by adopting Ordinance 6104-B, which 

amended County Code section 3.12.040, the County unlawfully repealed Measure F without voter 

approval pursuant to Elections Code section 9125. (Petition ¶¶ 76-80.) For the reasons discussed 

below, this purported cause of action fails as a matter of law for the simple reason that Measure F 

has never been legally valid and enforceable in the first place. 

                                                 
7
 PPEO and PCLEMA refer to unions representing other County bargaining units not parties to this action. 
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1. The County Board of Supervisors Has Exclusive Authority to Set 

Employee Compensation. 

The California Constitution grants the governing bodies of counties the exclusive 

authority to provide compensation for its employees.  Article XI, Section 1(b) of the California 

Constitution provides: “The governing body [of the County] shall provide for the number, 

compensation, tenure, and appointment of employees.” (Cal. Const., art. XI, § 1(b).) Under this 

constitutional provision, a county’s right to set compensation for its employees trumps conflicting 

state laws. (Curcini v. County of Alameda (2008) 164 Cal.App.4th 629, 640; Dimon v. County of 

Los Angeles (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 1276, 1290, as modified (Sept. 30, 2008).)  When a 

California county adopts a charter, additional constitutional provisions similarly reserve 

compensation-setting authority for the County’s governing body. (Cal. Const., art. XI, §§ 3(a), 

4(f).) However, Article XI, Section 1’s specific assignment of salary-setting authority to the 

Board of Supervisors applies to all counties, not just charter counties.8 (Curcini, supra, 164 

Cal.App.4th at 640 [citing County of Riverside v. Superior Court (2003) 30 Cal.4th 278, 285].)   

Although the local electorate’s constitutional right to initiative and referendum are 

generally coextensive with the legislative power of the local governing body, “[a]uthority over 

certain matters, however, is ‘delegated exclusively to the County’s governing body, precluding 

the right to initiative and referendum.’ ” (Gates v. Blakemore (2019) 39 Cal.App.5th 32, 38, 

[citing DeVita v. City of Napa (1995) 9 Cal.4th 763, 776].) 

Because of the Constitution’s very specific grant of authority, the California Supreme 

Court has held that a County cannot be compelled to delegate this authority. For example, 

in County of Riverside v. Superior Court, the California Supreme Court struck down legislation 

requiring local agencies to submit economic issues to binding arbitration, noting that “[t]he 

constitutional language is quite clear and quite specific: the county, not the state, not someone 

else, shall provide for the compensation of its employees.” (County of Riverside, supra, 30 

Cal.4th at 285 [emphasis in original].)  The Court held that state law can regulate the process for 

fixing wages, but the statute in question was substantive because it would permit a body other 
                                                 
8
 Although Placer County has been a charter county since 1980, it was a general law county in 1976. 
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than the county’s governing body to set wages. (Id. at 289.) Similarly, the Court held that while a 

county can delegate its own salary-setting power, the constitution’s specific grant of authority to 

the governing body was a clear limitation on the state’s law-making authority.9 (Id. at 289-90.)  

Subsequently, in County of Sonoma v. Superior Court (2009) 173 Cal.App.4th 332, the 

Court of Appeal struck down an amended version of the same arbitration statute struck down in 

County of Riverside. The amended provision would have allowed the Board of Supervisors to 

reject an arbitration decision by a unanimous vote, but absent a unanimous vote of the board, the 

arbitration decision would be final and binding. (County of Sonoma, supra, 173 Cal. App.4th at 

333-34.)  But even this amended statute failed constitutional scrutiny because it reduced the 

Board’s authority to a mere veto power, meaning the arbitrator’s decision would become binding 

even with no legislative action at all. (Id. at 347-48.) Accordingly, the court held that the statute 

substantially impinged on the Board’s authority to set compensation for County employees, and 

therefore conflicted with the Constitution’s reservation of this power to local governments. 

2. Measure F Unlawfully Deprives the Board of its Constitutional 

Authority to Set Wages and Delegates It to Neighboring Counties.  

As outlined above, the language of Measure F as it appeared on the ballot in 1976 would 

direct the County Board of Supervisors to annually “fix the average salary for each class of 

position in the Placer County Sheriff’s Office at a level equal to the average of the salaries for the 

comparable positions in the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office, El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office 

and the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Office.”  In other words, Measure F would “fix” or set the 

salary of County employees with reference to a specific extrinsic fact: the average compensation 

level at neighboring agencies whose terms of employment are outside the control of the Board of 

Supervisors, leaving no discretion to the Board of Supervisors.  Accordingly, Measure F 

impermissibly infringes on the Board of Supervisors’ constitutional authority to provide for the 

compensation of County employees. (Cal. Const., art. XI, § 1, subd. (b).)  

/ / / 
                                                 
9
 County of Riverside addressed an act of the Legislature, but it is well-established that the people’s rights of 

initiative and referendum are aspects of the overall law-making authority of the state, alongside the legislative power 

vested in the Legislature. (County of Riverside, supra, 30 Cal.4th at 284.) 
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Meldrim v. Board of Supervisors of Contra Costa County (1976) 57 Cal. App.3d 341 

(“Meldrim”) is particularly instructive on the facts of this case. In Meldrim, a taxpayer brought 

suit to invalidate a 1974 ordinance passed by the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors that 

set salaries for members of the Board at $14,282.80 per year. (Id. at 343.) The taxpayer argued 

that the 1974 ordinance unlawfully repealed a 1972 ballot initiative that fixed the salaries at 

$13,200 per year. (Ibid.) The trial judge hearing the case ruled that the 1972 initiative itself was 

unconstitutional and that the 1974 ordinance was therefore valid; the Court of Appeal affirmed 

the judgment. (Ibid.) Specifically, the Court of Appeal in Meldrim held that the California 

Constitution, Article XI, Section 1, did not simply add the authority to set salaries to the general 

powers of counties, “but, instead, it specifically gave that power to the governing bodies 

themselves.” (Id. at 343-44.) The court explained that “[i]f the [1972] initiative were held to be 

applicable, the voters could prescribe the compensation, in contradiction to the provision that the 

governing body shall do so.” (Id. at 344 [emphasis in original].)  

Jahr v. Casebeer (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 1250 (“Jahr”) is similarly instructive. In Jahr, 

the County Counsel for Shasta County sought a judicial declaration that a proposed initiative – 

which would directly amend the County ordinance setting compensation for members of the 

Board of Supervisors – was unconstitutional. Specifically, the initiative at issue would require the 

Board to set compensation for its members – both immediately and annually thereafter – at a level 

not to exceed the base pay of a member of the Redding City Council. (Jahr, supra,70 Cal.App.4th 

at 1253.) The Court of Appeal reaffirmed the reasoning from the Meldrim decision, and held that 

Article XI, Section 1, unambiguously gives compensation-setting authority solely to the 

“governing body,” meaning the Board of Supervisors, and not the voters. (Id. at 1254-55.)  

The similarity between Measure F and the proposed ballot initiative in Jahr is particularly 

striking: Where the initiative challenged in Meldrim directly set compensation at a specific 

amount, the initiative in Jahr would instead have pegged compensation to a specific external 

benchmark, with annual adjustments. This structure is nearly identical to the Measure F formula, 

the sole difference being that Measure F would benchmark compensation for each covered 

position to an average of three neighboring agencies’ wages rather than to a single data point. 
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Although both of Jahr and Meldrim concerned salaries for members of the Board of 

Supervisors, the same reasoning applies to the Board’s authority to set employee wages. The very 

same constitutional provision – Article XI, Section 1, subdivision (b) – specifically assigns both 

powers to the “governing body” of each county; not the “county” or the “voters.” Where authority 

is delegated exclusively to the governing body, this precludes the right to legislate by initiative. 

(Gates, supra, 39 Cal.App.5th at 38). And as discussed above, the courts have repeatedly struck 

down attempts to delegate away the governing body’s salary-setting authority. (County of 

Riverside, supra, 30 Cal.4th at 289; County of Sonoma, supra, 173 Cal.App.4th at 347-48.) 

Just like the 1972 ballot initiative at issue in Meldrim and the proposed initiative in Jahr, 

Measure F would deprive the Board of Supervisors of its constitutional salary-setting authority by 

fixing compensation to a specific benchmark outside the Board’s control. Similar to the 

arbitration statute struck down (twice) in County of Riverside and County of Sonoma, Measure F 

would unlawfully delegate the authority to determine wages for Placer County employees to a 

body – or three bodies, in this case – other than the governing body of Placer County.  

Totten v. Board of Supervisors (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 826, provides analogous support. 

In that case, the Court of Appeal ruled that an initiative ordinance establishing a minimum annual 

budget for Ventura County’s public safety agencies was constitutionally invalid. The court held 

that statutory language expressly delegates authority over the budget of general law counties to 

each county’s board of supervisors, giving rise to a strong inference that the Legislature intended 

to preclude the electorate from exercising authority over the adoption of a County budget, and 

noting that applying the initiative process to county public safety budgets would seriously impair 

the board’s essential ability to manage the county’s financial affairs. (Totten, supra, 139 

Cal.App.4th at 839-40.) Although Measure F does not directly fix the County’s public safety 

budget, it nonetheless substantially restricts the Board’s ability to determine the Sheriff’s Office 

budget by taking the largest determining factor – deputy salaries – out of the Board’s hands. 

For all of the reasons discussed above, Measure F is unconstitutional, void, unenforceable, 

and without legal effect. Given that Meldrim was decided before Measure F even appeared on the 

ballot, it is clear that Measure F was in fact invalid from the very beginning. 
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3. Measure F is Unenforceable Because It Is Preempted by the MMBA. 

Independent of the state constitution, Measure F is also void and unenforceable because it 

directly conflicts with the MMBA.  It is well established that acts of the Legislature can preclude 

the right of initiative. “In matters of statewide concern, the state may if it chooses preempt the 

entire field to the exclusion of all local control. If the state chooses instead to grant some measure 

of local control and autonomy, it has authority to impose procedural restrictions on the exercise of 

the power granted, including the authority to bar the exercise of the initiative and referendum.” 

(Committee of Seven Thousand v. Superior Court (1988) 45 Cal.3d 491, 511.) 

In analyzing the applicability of the MMBA, the Supreme Court of California has 

repeatedly held that although local agencies have substantive authority over the amount paid to 

employees, the procedures set by the MMBA are a matter of statewide concern and preempt 

contradictory local procedures. (Voters for Responsible Ret. v. Bd. of Supervisors (1994) 8 

Cal.4th 765, 781 [citing Int’l Brotherhood of Elec. Workers v. City of Gridley (1983) 34 Cal.3d 

191, 202]; People ex rel. Seal Beach Police Officers Assn. v. City of Seal Beach (1984) 36 Cal.3d 

591, 601.) Similarly, in San Leandro Police Officers Assn. v. City of San Leandro (1976) 55 

Cal.App.3d 553, 557, the Court of Appeal held that although fixing compensation is a municipal 

function, “local legislation may not conflict with statutes such as MMBA which are intended to 

regulate the entire field of labor relations of affected public employees throughout the state.”  

(San Leandro Police Officers Assn., supra, 55 Cal.App.3d at 557.)   

Thus, any local ordinances relating to the setting of employee salaries must preserve the 

“centerpiece” of the MMBA, which “mandates that the governing body undertake negotiations 

with employee representatives … with the objective of reaching agreement on matters within the 

scope of representation.” (Voters for Responsible Ret., supra, 8 Cal.4th at 781.) In other words, 

the MMBA preempts any local procedures which restrict or foreclose salary negotiation. 

As discussed above, and as outlined in the Petition, Measure F would require the County 

to fix wages for Sheriff’s Office employees at a level exactly equal to the average wage for 

comparable positions in neighboring jurisdiction.  This formula leaves no room for either party to 

negotiate over salary. If valid, Measure F would prohibit the parties from implementing wage 
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increases that deviate in any way from the formula set by the ballot initiative, even if the parties 

had a negotiated agreement regarding the increase. Moreover, by prescribing employee wages – 

the central portion of employees’ total negotiable compensation and benefits package – Measure 

F would also severely curtail the range of possible compromises that are economically feasible. 

Thus, Measure F directly conflicts with the MMBA’s directive for the County to negotiate 

compensation, and it is therefore preempted by state law. 

4. Measure F was Superseded by the County Charter in 1980. 

For each of the reasons discussed above, Measure F has been invalid and unenforceable 

since the moment it was enacted. But assuming (for the sake of argument only) that some aspect 

of Measure F was initially enforceable, it was legally superseded as of 1980 when the voters of 

Placer County enacted a County Charter. 

Upon the enactment of the Placer County Charter, any preexisting laws remained in effect, 

“unless contrary to the provisions of this charter.”  (Placer County Charter, § 604; see also Cal. 

Const. art. XI, § 3, subd. (a) [“County charters adopted pursuant to this section shall supersede 

any existing charter and all laws inconsistent therewith.”].) Section 103 of the Charter provides 

that the powers conferred on the County by the constitution, state law, and the charter itself “shall 

be exercised only by a Board of Supervisors or through agents and officers acting under its 

authority or authority conferred by law.” (Emphasis added.) Section 302 of the Charter 

specifically gives the Board of Supervisors authority to provide for the compensation of County 

employees. Absent ambiguity, the court must “presume that the voters intend[ed] the meaning 

apparent on the face of an initiative measure, and the court may not add to the statute or rewrite it 

to conform to an assumed intent that is not apparent in its language.” (Professional Engineers in 

California Government v. Kempton (2007) 40 Cal.4th 1016, 1037, citing Lesher Communications, 

Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531, 543.)  

There is no indication in the Charter that this grant of authority was intended to vest the 

Board of Supervisors with only a limited right to make compensation decisions, subject to partial 

exceptions for specific employee classifications; to the contrary, the Charter’s language is a broad 

and unambiguous grant of authority to the Board to “provide, by ordinance, for the number of 
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assistants, deputies, clerks, and other persons to be employed from time to time in the several 

offices and institutions of the county, and for their compensation.” (Placer County Charter, § 302, 

subd. (b) [emphasis added].) Thus, to the extent Measure F had any legal effect in the first place, 

its salary-setting formula was inconsistent with the 1980 charter enactment’s broad grant of 

salary-setting authority to the Board of Supervisors. Between these two inconsistent provisions, 

the Charter takes precedence. (Placer County Charter, § 604; Cal. Const. art. XI, § 3, subd. (a).) 

5. Without a Valid Initiative, There Can Be No Violation of Section 9125. 

Petitioners’ first cause of action is for an alleged violation of Elections Code section 9125. 

That statute provides, in relevant part, that “[N]o ordinance proposed by initiative petition and 

adopted either by the board of supervisors without submission to the voters or adopted by the 

voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people, unless provision is otherwise 

made in the original ordinance.” However, if the original voter-enacted ordinance was itself 

invalid, no voter approval is required to repeal or amend it. (See Meldrim, supra, 57 Cal.App.3d 

at 343 [ruling on a cause of action under former Elections Code section 3720, predecessor to the 

current Section 9125].) A prima facie cause of action under Elections Code Section 9125 must 

therefore allege that the respondent, without submission to the voters, repealed or amended a 

valid ballot initiative. The Petition fails to meet this burden. 

To the extent there was any valid and enforceable aspect of Measure F, the voters of 

Placer County enacted a superseding grant of authority to the Board of Supervisors when they 

approved the Placer County Charter in 1980. Accordingly, when the Board of Supervisors 

amended Section 3.12.040 of the Placer County Code, the Board’s action amounted to nothing 

more than the repeal of a “dead letter” ordinance. Because this conclusion follows from a 

straightforward application of existing law to a simple set of undisputed facts, Respondent’s 

demurrer to the first cause of action must be sustained without leave to amend.  

B. DEMURRER TO THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION, ALLEGING 

VIOLATION OF PLACER COUNTY CODE SECTION 3.12.040 

As the Second Cause of Action, Petitioners allege a violation of County Code section 

3.12.040. (Petition ¶¶ 81-86.) Specifically, Petitioners assert that Section 3.12.040 and, somehow, 
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the United States and California Constitutions, “create a clear, present, and ministerial duty under 

the law for Respondent to ‘fix the average salary for each class of position in the Placer County 

sheriff’s office at a level equal to the average of the salaries for the comparable positions in the 

[sheriff’s offices of the neighboring counties].’ ” (Petition ¶ 84.) Petitioners further assert that the 

County “fail[ed] to abide by Measure F / Section 3.12.040 in determining deputies’ salaries 

following the imposition of their December 8 offer on September 14, 2021.” (Petition ¶ 86.) As 

with the First Cause of Action, even assuming that all facts alleged are true, the Second Cause of 

Action still fails to allege facts sufficient to establish a valid claim as a matter of law. 

1. The Second Cause of Action Fails to State a Claim Because The 

Ordinance Claimed to Have Been Violated Was Already Repealed. 

The crux of Petitioners’ claim appears to be that the County’s imposition of new 

compensation terms deviated from the Measure F formula, which was previously mirrored in 

County Code section 3.12.040. This claim fails as a matter of law because it is entirely dependent 

on that prior version of the ordinance still being in effect at the time the County enacted a change 

to deputy sheriffs’ compensation; and as discussed at length above, the County lawfully amended 

Section 3.12.040 to instead read, in full, as follows: 

3.12.040 Salaries – All represented employees. 
Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California Constitution, 
Sections 302 and 604 of the Placer County Charter, adopted by the 
electorate on November 4, 1980, and California Government Code 
Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors shall negotiate and set 
compensation for all employees represented by PPEO, PCLEMA, and 
DSA. 

This is a broad grant of authority to the Board to set wages for County employees in all three 

represented bargaining units – subject to collective bargaining. The County’s act of raising wages 

for deputy sheriffs was plainly within the scope of its authority under the amended ordinance. 

Notably, the County voted to amend Section 3.12.040 before it took action to change 

deputies’ salaries. As such, the ordinance the Petitioners claim the County violated had already 

been repealed and replaced by the time the County supposedly violated it. 

In short, the Second Cause of Action is entirely derivative of the first; it fails on the same 

grounds. For the reasons explained above, the County acted lawfully in repealing and replacing 
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Section 3.12.040. Because the ordinance was lawfully amended, the County’s actions in raising 

wages were also lawful. Because the Second Cause of Action depends entirely on the prior 

version of Section 3.12.040 still being legally effective – when indeed it never was – the Second 

Cause of Action fails as a matter of law, and the County’s demurrer must be sustained. 

2. To The Extent the Second Cause of Action is Attempting to Assert a 

Constitutional Claim, It is Fatally Uncertain. 

The Second Cause of Action states – without any citation to authority or explanation – 

that the United States and California Constitutions (along with Placer County Code section 

3.12.040) “create a clear, present, and ministerial duty under the law” for the County to set deputy 

sheriffs’ compensation according to the Measure F formula. (Petition ¶ 84.) To the extent the 

Petition intends to state some manner of constitutional claim, whether as a separate cause of 

action, or as a legal theory by which Petitioner is entitled to relief, such cause of action or claim 

to relief is fatally uncertain and subject to demurrer because the City cannot reasonably ascertain 

what it is supposed to respond to.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 430.10, subd. (f); see Williams v. Beechnut 

Nutrition Corp. (1986) 185 Cal.App.3d 135, 139 fn. 2.)  

C. DEMURRER TO THE THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

A declaratory relief claim is subject to general demurrer where it is “wholly derivative” of 

a substantive claim that is invalid as a matter of law. (Ball v. FleetBoston Fin’l Corp. (2008) 164 

Cal. App. 4th 794, 800.) Here, Petitioners’ claim is wholly derivative of their other two causes of 

action: No additional facts are alleged, no independent legal questions are raised; Petitioners 

merely seek judicial declarations adjudicating their First and Second causes of action. And for 

each and all of the reasons set forth above, Petitioner’s substantive claims are invalid as a matter 

of law. Accordingly, the County’s demurrer to the Third Cause of Action must also be sustained. 

D. THE DEFICIENCIES IN PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT ARE INCURABLE, 

AND THE COURT SHOULD DENY LEAVE TO AMEND 

Although courts typically take a liberal view toward amending a complaint where there is 

a reasonable possibility of curing its defects, it is well established that if the facts are not in 

dispute and no liability exists under substantive law, leave to amend should be denied.  (Jenkins v. 
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JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A. (2013) 216 Cal.App.4th 497, 535; Lawrence v. Bank of America 

(1985) 163 Cal.App.3d 431,436; Schonfeldt v. Slate of Calif (1998) 61 Cal.App.4th 1462, 1465.)

This case presents a simple set of tacts that clearly demonstrate Petitioners have 

for relief as a matter of law. Petitioners allege that in 1976, the voters of Placer County enacted a 

ballot measure that, by its terms, would prescribe wages for Placer County Sheriffs Office 

employees in perpetuity, without room for discretion or negotiation. (Petition ffil 5-6.) This ballot 

measure was void and unenforceable from the start because (1) it would deprive the Board of 

Supervisors of its constitutional authority to set employee compensation, (2) it would compel the 

County to pay salary increases without a negotiated agreement based on entirely external factors, 

and (3) it would deprive both the County and the DSA of their statutory rights to negotiate 

compensation. If there was anything remaining of Measure F, it was superseded in 1980 by the 

inconsistent grant of wage-setting authority to the Board of Supervisors in the County Charter.

Petitioners’ claims depend entirely on the premise that Measure F was valid and 

enforceable in 2021. For the reasons explained above, it never was; without a valid ballot 

initiative governing salaries for Deputy Sheriffs, their claims cannot survive demurrer.

All relevant facts in this matter are either set forth in the Petition, or are not reasonably in 

dispute and subject to judicial notice. Because Petitioners’ claims fail as a matter of law, the 

defects in the Petition cannot be cured by amendment, and leave to amend must be denied.

V. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, the Court should sustain Respondent’s demurrer, in its 

entirety, and without leave to amend.

Dated: February 2022
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF FRESNO 

I am employed in the County of Fresno, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and 

not a party to the within action; my business address is: 5250 North Palm Ave, Suite 310, 

Fresno, California 93704.

On February 2,2022,1 served the foregoing document!s) described as RESPONDENT 

COUNTY OF PLACER’S NOTICE OF DEMURRER AND DEMURRER TO

3

4

5

6

7

PETITIONERS PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION AND NOAH8

FREDERITO’S AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT9

FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF in the manner checked below on all interested parties in this

action addressed as follows:
David E. Mastagni 
Taylor Davies-Mahaffey 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
1912 I Street
Sacramento, California 95811 
email: davidm@mastagni.com 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni.com

(BY U.S. MAIL) I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Fresno, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on February 2, 2022, at Fresno, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.
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Michael D. Youril, Bar No. 285591 
myouril@lcwlegal.com 
Lars T. Reed, Bar No. 318807 
lreed@lcwlegal.com 
LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE 
A Professional Law Corporation 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: 916-584-7000 
Facsimile: 916-584-7083 

Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF PLACER  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION and NOAH 
FREDERITO, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.:  S-CV-0047770 
 
Complaint Filed: December 21, 2021 
 
RESPONDENT’S NOTICE OF MOTION AND 
MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF 
PETITIONERS’ AMENDED VERIFIED 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 

Date: March 3, 2022 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 42 
 
 (*Exempt from filing fees pursuant to Gov.  
Code, § 6103.) 

 

 
 

 

TO PETITIONERS AND THEIR ATTORNEY OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on March 3, 2022, at 8:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the 

matter may be heard in Department 42 of the above-entitled Court, located at 10820 Justice 

Center Drive, Roseville, California, Respondent County of Placer (hereinafter “Respondent” or 

“County”) will and hereby does move to strike parts of the Amended Verified Petition for Writ of 

Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief (“Petition”) filed by Petitioners Placer County 

Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (hereinafter “DSA”) and Noah Frederito (collectively hereinafter 

PA 375



“Petitioners”) on the grounds set forth in the attached Motion to Strike and Memorandum of 

Points and Authorities.

This Motion to Strike is based on this Notice; the Memorandum of Points and Authorities; 

the Declaration of Lars T. Reed (“Reed Decl.”) and Request for Judicial Notice filed and served 

concurrently herewith; all pleadings, papers, and records on file herein; and any such further 

matters on evidence that may be presented at or before the hearing.

Statutory Meet & Confer

Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 435.5, and Local Rule 20.2.1, counsel for the 

parties have met and conferred by telephone regarding the grounds for the County’s Motion to 

Strike. The parties were not able reach an agreement resolving the objections raised in the 

County’s Motion to Strike. (Reed Decl. at 3-9.)

Local Rule 20.2.3 Notice

Pursuant to Local Rule 20.2.3, the court will issue a tentative ruling for this matter on the 

court day before the hearing. The tentative ruling will be available after 12:00 noon as an audio 

recording accessible at (916) 408-6480; the tentative ruling will also be available at the court’s 

website, www.placer.courts.ca.gov. The tentative ruling shall become the final ruling on the 

matter and no hearing will be held unless oral argument is timely requested or the tentative ruling 

indicates otherwise. Requests for oral argument must be made by calling (916) 408-6481 no later 

than 4:00 p.m. on the court day prior to the hearing.
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MOTION TO STRIKE1

Defendants’ Motion to Strike is made pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sections 435 

and 436, and on the grounds that the following portions of the Petition are irrelevant, improper, or 

not filed in conformity with the laws of this state:

Paragraphs 10 through 63, inclusive (page 4, line 1, through page 10, line 10).
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Attorneys for Respondent 
COUNTY OF PLACER

11

12
o I S

itll 13
^ =5 u 14

Jiiiup 15

16<
17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
3

Respondent’s Motion to Strike Ponions of Petitioners’ Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate
9920782.3 PL060-030

PA 377



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

 

 4  
 Respondent’s Motion to Strike Portions of Petitioners’ Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate  
9920782.3 PL060-030  

L
ie

b
er

t 
C

as
si

d
y

 W
h

it
m

o
re

 

A
 P

ro
fe

ss
io

n
al

 L
aw

 C
o

rp
o

ra
ti

o
n

 

4
0

0
 C

ap
it

o
l 

M
al

l,
 S

u
it

e 
1

2
6

0
 

S
ac

ra
m

en
to

, 
C

A
 9

5
8

1
4

 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On December 21, 2021, Petitioners Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (“DSA”) 

and Noah Frederito (“Frederito”) (collectively, “Petitioners”) filed a Verified Petition for Writ of 

Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief against Respondent County of Placer (“County” 

or “Respondent”). On January 21, 2022, Petitioners filed an Amended Petition. Petitioners bring 

the following causes of action against the County: (1) Violation of Elections Code § 9125; 

(2) Violation of Placer County Code § 3.12.040; and (3) Request for Declaratory Relief.  

Petitioners’ claims arise from the actions of the County Board of Supervisors at two 

meetings in September of 2021. In short, Petitioners argue that the Board’s amendment of County 

Code section 3.12.040 – a County ordinance that mirrored the salary-setting terms of a 1976 

ballot initiative known as “Measure F” – violated the Elections Code because the County did not 

seek prior voter approval. Petitioners also claim – on the apparent assumption that the repeal was 

unlawful and the old ordinance was still in effect – that the Board’s subsequent imposition of pay 

raises for deputy sheriffs violated the County ordinance. 

In addition to facts relevant to these causes of action, Petitioners include a plethora of 

additional and extraneous allegations that include: extensive description of the parties’ bargaining 

history; details regarding the parties’ most recent collective bargaining and subsequent impasse 

resolution proceedings the parties engaged in pursuant to the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act; 

extensive history regarding the DSA’s own past efforts to repeal the salary-setting ordinance; and 

unsupported conjecture on the part of the Petitioners. The Court should strike these extraneous 

allegations, which are irrelevant and improper because they are not pertinent to Petitioners’ 

causes of action.1 These allegations serve only to confuse the issues at hand by introducing 

factual assertions that have no bearing on the legal questions presented by the Petition, while also 

portraying the County in an unflattering light. Striking these allegations would facilitate a prompt 

adjudication on the merits of this case by focusing the pleadings on only relevant facts. 

                                                
1 The County notes that the County’s demurrer, filed concurrently herewith, could render moot 
this motion to strike.  
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II. ARGUMENT 

A. THE COURT MAY STRIKE PORTIONS OF THE COMPLAINT THAT 

ARE IRRELEVANT, FALSE, IMPROPER, OR NOT FILED IN 

CONFORMITY WITH THE LAWS OF THIS STATE 

Code of Civil Procedure section 436 allows the Court to strike any irrelevant, false or 

improper matter asserted in any pleading or to strike any part of a pleading that is not drawn or 

filed in conformity with the laws of this state.  The grounds for the motion to strike must appear 

on the face of the pleading under attack or from a matter that is subject to judicial notice.  (Code 

Civ. Proc. § 437, subd. (a).)  

“Irrelevant matter” includes any allegation that is not essential to the statement of a claim 

or defense, or an allegation that is neither pertinent to nor supported by an otherwise sufficient 

claim or defense. (Code Civ. Proc. § 431.10.) Similarly, the term “relevant” as used in the 

California Evidence Code refers to evidence “having any tendency in reason to prove or disprove 

any disputed fact that is of consequence to the determination of the action.” (Evid. Code § 210.) 

B. ALLEGATIONS AND REFERENCES TO EVENTS THAT ARE NOT 

PERTINENT TO PETITIONERS’ CAUSES OF ACTION MUST BE 

STRICKEN BECAUSE THEY ARE IRRELEVANT 

The bulk of the Petition consists of factual allegations, arguments, and conjecture that is 

simply not relevant to resolution of this case. Petitioners assert two substantive causes of relief 

(plus a derivative request for declaratory relief): First, Petitioners allege that the County’s repeal 

of County Code section 3.12.040 without voter approval violated Elections Code section 9125. 

Second, Petitioners allege that the County ordinance enacting changes to deputy sheriffs’ 

compensation violated County Code section 3.12.040. Both of these causes of action can be 

adjudicated on a very simple set of facts that are essentially undisputed. 

Specifically, the only facts relevant to adjudication of Petitioners’ Elections Code claim – 

including consideration of the County’s defenses2 – are as follows: (1) the enactment of Measure 

                                                
2 The County’s substantive opposition to the legal merits of Petitioners’ causes of action are set 
forth in the County’s demurrer, which is filed concurrently herewith. 
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F in 1976 and the specific language of the ballot measure; (2) the County’s subsequent 

codification of Measure F’s salary-setting formula in the County Code at Section 3.12.040, (3) the 

enactment of the Placer County Charter in 1980 and the language of the Charter; and (4) the 

County’s repeal and replacement of Section 3.12.040 on September 28, 2021. As for Petitioners’ 

claim that the County violated County Code section 3.12.040, that cause of action is entirely 

dependent on a ruling that the County’s repeal of section 3.12.040 was unlawful; assuming 

arguendo that Petitioners prevail on that argument, the only additional fact required to adjudicate 

the claim is the fact that on September 28, 2021, after voting to repeal Section 3.12.040, the 

Board of Supervisors voted to impose a salary increase that was higher than the Measure F salary 

formula would have prescribed.  

These necessary facts are addressed by paragraphs 1-9 and 64-75 of the Petition. By 

contrast, paragraphs 10-63 of the Petition are entirely irrelevant. More than simply being 

unnecessary to evaluating Petitioners’ legal claims, the facts alleged in paragraphs 10-63 of the 

Petition have no probative value whatsoever to the causes of action raised in the petition. As 

outlined in further detail below, these additional allegations are not essential to the statement of 

Petitioners’ claims, are neither pertinent to nor supported by an otherwise sufficient claim, and 

have no tendency to prove or disprove any factual questions actually material to their action. 

The County acknowledges that these 64 paragraphs cover a range of different subjects. 

For the sake of facilitating a thorough assessment of their relevance, the following sections set 

forth the County’s objections to the Petitioners’ extraneous allegations, grouped by subject. 

However, the County reiterates that the same underlying objection applies to each and every one 

of the paragraphs the County seeks to strike: They are all entirely irrelevant to the legal questions 

at hand and serve little purpose other than to portray the County in an unflattering light and 

confuse the factual record before the Court. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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1. Prior representations or public statements by the County are not 

relevant to whether the County had the legal authority to repeal 

Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraphs 10, 11, 13, 30, and 38-41 of the Petition contain allegations regarding prior 

representations and public statements allegedly made by County representatives regarding the 

validity and legal status of Measure F. Whether or not the alleged statements were made – or 

whether or not the Petition accurately describes them – representations and statements by County 

officials are not relevant to determining: (1) whether the County in fact had the legal authority to 

repeal Section 3.12.040; or (2) whether the County’s subsequent pay raise was lawful. 

2. Prior initiative attempts to repeal Measure F are not relevant to 

whether Measure F was legally valid in the first place. 

Paragraphs 12, 14, and 15 of the Petition contain allegations about prior (failed) ballot 

initiatives attempting to repeal Placer County Code section 3.12.040. Even assuming these 

allegations are accurate, a vote of the electorate not to repeal an ordinance has no probative value 

in determining whether the original ordinance was valid and enforceable, or whether the County 

had the legal authority to repeal it. These allegations are similarly not relevant to determining 

whether the County’s imposed pay raise was lawful. 

3. The DSA’s subjective motivations are not relevant to whether the 

County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraph 16 simply alleges that the DSA “accepted the judgement of the voters” with 

respect to its failed attempt to repeal Section 3.12.040 in 2006. As a private, non-governmental 

entity, the DSA’s decision to forgo further attempts to repeal Section 3.12.040 – for any reason – 

is entirely irrelevant to whether that ordinance reflected a valid and enforceable ballot initiative in 

the first place or whether the County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040, and is 

similarly irrelevant to whether the County’s subsequent pay raise was lawful. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

PA 381



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

 

 8  
 Respondent’s Motion to Strike Portions of Petitioners’ Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate  
9920782.3 PL060-030  

L
ie

b
er

t 
C

as
si

d
y

 W
h

it
m

o
re

 

A
 P

ro
fe

ss
io

n
al

 L
aw

 C
o

rp
o

ra
ti

o
n

 

4
0

0
 C

ap
it

o
l 

M
al

l,
 S

u
it

e 
1

2
6

0
 

S
ac

ra
m

en
to

, 
C

A
 9

5
8

1
4

 

4. The parties’ past practice of wage increases is not relevant to whether 

the County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040 or 

unilaterally impose pay raises. 

Paragraphs 17-19 and paragraph 21 of the Petition contain allegations regarding the 

parties’ past practice of enacting salary increases consistent with Measure F. The California 

Constitution and the Placer County Charter both give the County Board of Supervisors broad 

discretion to set compensation for County employees, subject to collective bargaining pursuant to 

the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act. (Cal. Const., art. XI, §§ 1 & 4; Placer County Charter § 302). 

Allegations that the County in fact provided pay increases consistent with the formula specified 

by Section 3.12.040 – either unilaterally or by agreement with the DSA – have no probative value 

in determining whether a ballot initiative compelling those raises is legally valid. Accordingly, 

those allegations are not relevant to determining whether the County had the legal authority to 

repeal Section 3.12.040, or whether the subsequent pay raise was lawful. 

5. Prior unchallenged amendments to Section 3.12.040 are not relevant to 

whether the County had the legal authority to repeal that ordinance. 

Paragraph 20 of the Petition contains allegations regarding a prior amendment to County 

Code section 3.12.040 that did not affect the salary-setting formula for deputy sheriffs. The 

Petition does not allege that either the DSA or any other party ever challenged the validity of that 

prior amendment to the ordinance, nor that any court or administrative body have ever ruled on its 

validity. As such, the mere fact that the ordinance was previously amended has no probative value 

to determining whether Measure F was a valid and enforceable ballot initiative in the first place, 

or whether the County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. It is similarly irrelevant 

to determining whether the County’s subsequent imposition of pay raises was lawful. 

6. Unsupported speculation about the County’s motives is not relevant to 

whether the County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraphs 22 and 23 of the Petition consist of unsupported speculation regarding the 

County’s motives for repealing Section 3.12.040 and the County’s legal position regarding its 

authority to do so. Even assuming, for the sake of argument only, that Petitioners’ speculation is 
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accurate, neither the County’s motives nor the County’s legal position with respect to the repeal 

of Section 3.12.040 are probative of whether the County in fact had the authority to repeal the 

ordinance, nor are they relevant to whether the County’s imposed pay raise was lawful. 

7. The County’s practices regarding compensation for members of the 

Board of Supervisors are not relevant to whether the County had the 

legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraph 24 concerns the County’s policy for determining compensation for members of 

the County Board of Supervisors. Both the state constitution and the County Charter give the 

Board of Supervisors broad discretion in setting compensation for members of the Board itself. 

(Cal. Const., art. XI, § 1; Placer County Charter § 302.) Moreover, Measure F does not even 

purport to affect compensation for members of the Board of Supervisors. (Petition at ¶ 5; 

County’s Request for Judicial Notice, Exhibit B.) Accordingly, whatever policy the County may 

have for setting compensation for Board members is simply not relevant to determining whether 

the County had the authority to repeal Section 3.12.040, nor whether the County’s subsequent 

imposition of pay raises was lawful. 

8. The parties’ collective bargaining history is not relevant to whether the 

County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraphs 25-34, 47-48, and 52-53 of the Petition contain allegations regarding the 

parties’ most recent collective bargaining negotiations beginning in 2018 and leading up to a 

declaration of impasse. Again, the California Constitution and the Placer County Charter both 

give the County Board of Supervisors broad discretion to set compensation for County 

employees, subject to collective bargaining pursuant to the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act. (Cal. 

Const., art. XI, §§ 1 & 4; Placer County Charter § 302; Gov. Code § 3500 et seq.). Whatever the 

parties’ prior bargaining history, including whether the parties’ past practice was consistent with 

the Measure F formula, or whether the parties ever proposed eliminating the Measure F formula, 

the parties’ negotiations are simply not relevant to determining whether the County had the legal 

authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. They are also not relevant to determining whether the 

County’s imposed pay raise was lawful. 
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9. The parties’ participation in statutory impasse resolution factfinding 

procedures is not relevant to whether the County had the legal 

authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraphs 35-37 and 58-63 contain allegations regarding a statutory factfinding 

proceeding the parties participated in following the negotiation impasse. A factfinding is an 

impasse resolution procedure, conducted pursuant to the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act, resulting in a 

report containing recommended terms of settlement – which are advisory only – in order to 

facilitate a negotiated agreement between the parties. (Gov. Code § 3505.4; Gov. Code § 3505.5.)  

The parties’ participation in this process, and any advisory recommendations resulting 

from the process, are not relevant to determining the legal question of whether the County had 

authority to repeal Section 3.12.040, or whether the County’s subsequent pay raise was lawful. 

10. The procedural history of an administrative proceeding pending 

before PERB is not relevant to whether the County had the legal 

authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraphs 42-45 of the Petition contain allegations regarding the DSA’s filing of an 

unfair practice charge before the Public Employment Relations Board (“PERB”) and the 

County’s response. PERB has jurisdiction over the administration and enforcement of 

California’s public sector labor relations laws. (See San Diego Municipal Employees Assn. v. 

Superior Court (2012) 206 Cal.App.4th 1447, 1456; Gov. Code § 3509.) But PERB’s authority is 

limited to what is “reasonably necessary to effectuate the administrative agency’s primary, 

legitimate regulatory purposes.” (City of San Diego (2015) PERB Decision No. 2464-M, p. 42, 

[quoting McHugh v. Santa Monica Rent Control Bd. (1989) 49 Cal.3d 348, 359.)  

Accordingly, PERB does not have jurisdiction over alleged violations of the Elections 

Code, alleged violations of voter-enacted ballot initiatives, alleged violations of the Placer County 

Code, nor alleged violations of the electorate’s constitutional right to initiative. (See also Los 

Angeles Unified School District (1990) PERB Decision No. 835 [PERB has no authority to 

enforce constitutional protections].) As such, allegations regarding administrative proceedings 

currently pending before PERB have no probative value to whether the County had the legal 
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authority to repeal Section 3.12.040, nor to whether the County’s subsequent pay raise was 

lawful. 

11. Unsupported speculation about the County’s motives in making 

negotiation proposals is not relevant to whether the County had the 

legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraph 46 and paragraphs 49-50 consist of further unsupported speculation regarding 

the County’s motives. Specifically, the County’s motives for making certain proposals during 

collective bargaining. Again, even assuming for the sake of argument that Petitioners’ speculation 

is accurate, the County’s motives are simply not probative to whether the County had authority to 

repeal Section 3.12.040, nor to the derivative question of whether the County’s imposition of pay 

raises was lawful. 

12. The County’s negotiations with another bargaining unit are not 

relevant to whether the County had the legal authority to repeal 

Section 3.12.040. 

Paragraph 51 of the Petition contains allegations regarding the County’s negotiations with 

another County bargaining unit and subsequent implementation of salary changes for that 

bargaining unit. As discussed in sections 7 and 8 above, neither collective bargaining history nor 

the parties’ past practices for implementing pay raises are relevant to the legal questions at issue 

in this case: whether the County had the legal authority to repeal Section 3.12.040, and whether 

the County’s subsequent imposed pay raise for DSA-represented employees was lawful. 

13. The County’s efforts to meet and confer over the proposed repeal of 

Section 3.12.040 are not relevant to whether the County had the legal 

authority to repeal that ordinance. 

Paragraphs 54-57 of the Petition contain allegations regarding the County’s attempts to 

meet and confer with the DSA over its proposed repeal of Section 3.12.040. The Petition does not 

allege a cause of action for failure to meet and confer or a cause of action for bargaining in bad 

faith. Nor would such causes of action be proper, given that PERB has exclusive initial 

jurisdiction over alleged violations of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act. (Gov. Code § 3509.) 
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Whether or not the County had an obligation under the MMBA to meet and confer over the 

proposed repeal of Section 3.12.040, the County’s efforts to engage in bargaining are not relevant 

to whether the County had the underlying authority to execute the proposed repeal (with or 

without negotiated agreement). Accordingly, they arc also not relevant to whether the County’s 

imposed pay raise was lawful.

C. LEAVE TO AMEND WOULD BE FUTILE AND SHOULD BE DENIED

Although the courts have adopted a liberal policy in favor of allowing amendments to 

defective pleadings, leave to amend is still only proper where the defect in question is “capable of 

cure.” (See Vaccaro v. Kaiman (1998 ) 63 CaI.App.4th 761,768.) Here, the portions of the 

Petition the County seeks to strike are not merely defective for some technical procedural reason 

such as an untimely filing or omission of counsel’s signature; rather, the challenged allegations 

relate to factual matters that are entirely irrelevant to the legal causes of actions set forth in the 

Petition. Accordingly, there is no reasonable possibility that the challenged portions of the 

Petition could be amended to cure their defect, and the court should grant the County’s motion to 

strike without leave to amend the stricken portions.3 

in. CONCLUSION

2
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17 For the foregoing reasons, this Court should grant in its entirety Respondent’s motion to 

strike portions of the Petition, without leave to amend the stricken portions.18

19 Dated: February 2, 2022 LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

20

21
By:

22 Michael D. Youril 
Lars T. Reed 
Attorneys for Respondent 
COUNTY OF PLACER

23

24

25

’ The County also notes that it is not seeking to strike the operative causes of action or the factual 
allegations that are actually relevant thereto. Thus, unless the Court also sustains the County’s 
demurrer, granting the County’s motion to strike in full without leave to amend would not 
constitute a “drastic step which leads to complete termination of the pleader’s action.” (See 
Vaccaro. supra, 63 Cal.App.4th at 768.)

26

27

28
12

Respondent’s Motion to Strike Portions of Petitioners’ Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF PLACER

I am employed in the County of Fresno, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and 

not a party to the within action; my business address is: 5250 N. Palm Ave., Suite 310, Fresno, 

CA 93704.

3

4

5

On February 2, 2022,1 served the foregoing document(s) described as6

RESPONDENT’S NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF7

PETITIONERS’ AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND8

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF in the manner checked below on all interested9

parties in this action addressed as follows:10

11 David E. Mastagni 
Taylor Davies-Mahaffey 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
1912 I Street
Sacramento, California 95811 
email: davidm(a),mastagni.com 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni.com

(BY U.S. MAIL) I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Fresno, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on February 2,2022, at Sacramento, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

12
s 11
§ S3 - 2 
.! & 3 £
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-g 2 U £a 185/5

13
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Proof of Service
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Michael D. Youril, Bar No. 285591 
myouril@lcwlegal.com 
Lars T. Reed, Bar No. 318807 
lreed@lcwlegal.com 
LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE 
A Professional Law Corporation 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: 916-584-7000 
Facsimile: 916-584-7083 

Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF PLACER  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION and NOAH 
FREDERITO, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.:  S-CV-0047770 
 
Complaint Filed: December 21, 2021 
 
REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE IN 
SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT COUNTY OF 
PLACER’S DEMURRER TO, AND MOTION 
TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF, PETITIONERS’ 
AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 
OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DECLARATORY RELIEF 

Date: March 3, 2022 
Time: 8:30 am 
Dept.: 42 
 
(*Exempt from filing fees pursuant to Gov. 
Code, § 6103.) 

 

Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER (“County”) respectfully asks the Court to take 

judicial notice, pursuant to Evidence Code sections 451, 452, and 453, of the following 

documents in support of the County’s Demurrer and Motion to Strike filed concurrently herewith 

in response to the Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief 

filed by Petitioners Placer County Deputy Sheriffs’ Association and Noah Frederito (collectively 

“Petitioners”) on January 21, 2022: 

1. Placer County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 76-449, dated August 24, 

1976, recognizing a petition bearing the requisite number of signatures calling for 

an election on a proposed ordinance for salaries for Sheriff’s personnel, a true and 
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correct copy of which is attached to the Declaration of Ryan Ronco, filed 

concurrently herewith, as Exhibit A.  

2. The Placer County Sheriff’s Salaries Ordinance Initiative (also known as 

“Measure F”) as it appeared on the election ballot for Placer County in the general 

election held November 2, 1976, a true and correct copy of which is attached to the 

Declaration of Ryan Ronco, filed concurrently herewith, as Exhibit B.  

3. The vote totals for and against Measure F in the Placer County general election 

held November 2, 1976, a true and correct copy of which is attached to the 

Declaration of Ryan Ronco, filed concurrently herewith, as Exhibit C. 

4. The Proposed Adoption of the Placer County Charter (also known as “Measure 

K”), as it appeared on the election ballot for Placer County in the general election 

held November 4, 1980, a true and correct copy of which is attached to the 

Declaration of Ryan Ronco, filed concurrently herewith, as Exhibit D. 

5.  The vote totals for and against Measure K in the Placer County general election 

held November 4, 1980, a true and correct copy of which is attached to the 

Declaration of Ryan Ronco, filed concurrently herewith, as Exhibit E. 

The Court may take judicial notice of Exhibits A, B, and D because they are legislative 

enactments issued by or under the authority of a public entity in the United States, and because 

initiative measures and ballot materials are subject to judicial notice. (Evid. Code § 452, subd. 

(b); People v. Hazelton (1996) 14 Cal.4th 101, 107 n.2.) The Court may also take notice of 

Exhibit D because a court “shall” take judicial notice of the provisions of a duly adopted County 

charter. (Evid. Code §  451, subd. (a).) The Court may take notice of Exhibits C and E because 

“[t]he result of a public election is a fact not reasonably subject to dispute and capable of 

immediate and accurate determination by resort to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy. 

(Evid. Code, § 452, subd. (h); Yumori-Kaku v. City of Santa Clara (2020) 59 Cal.App.5th 385, 

408 n.7.) 

/ / / 

/ / / 

PA 390



Respondent has given sufficient notice of its request for judicial notice to Petitioners 

through the pleadings in this case, and has provided sufficient information with this Request to 

enable the Court to take judicial notice. (Evid. Code § 453.)

Therefore, the County requests that the Court take judicial notice of Exhibits A through E. 

Dated: February , 2022

1

2

3

4

5 LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE

6

7
/By:

8 Michael D. Youril 
Lars T. Reed 
Attorneys for Respondent 
COUNTY OF PLACER

9
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF PLACER

I am employed in the County of Fresno, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and 

not a party to the within action; my business address is: 5250 N. Palm Ave., Suite 310, Fresno, 

CA 93704.

3

4

5

On February 2, 2022,1 served the foregoing document(s) described as REQUEST FOR 

JUDICIAL NOTICE IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT COUNTY OF PLACER’S

6

7

DEMURRER TO, AND MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF, PETITIONERS’8

AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR9

DECLARATORY RELIEF in the manner checked below on all interested parties in this action10

addressed as follows:11

David E. Mastagni 
Taylor Davies-Mahaffey 
Mastagni Holstedt, A.P.C.
19121 Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
email: davidm@mastagni.com 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni .com

(BY U.S. MAIL) I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Fresno, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on February 2, 2022, at Fresno, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.

12
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Michael D. Youril, Bar No. 285591 
myouril@lcwlegal.com 
Lars T. Reed, Bar No. 318807 
lreed@lcwlegal.com 
LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE 
A Professional Law Corporation 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: 916-584-7000 
Facsimile: 916-584-7083 

Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER 
 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF PLACER  

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION and 
NOAH FREDERITO, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.:  S-CV-0047770 
 
Complaint Filed: December 21, 2021 
 
DECLARATION OF LARS T. REED IN 
SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT’S DEMURRER 
TO AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR 
WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT 
FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF AND IN 
SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO 
STRIKE. 

[Filed concurrently with Respondent’s Notice 
and Motion to Strike and Demurrer to Amended 
Petition.]  
 
Date: March 3, 2022 
Time: 8:30 a.m. 
Dept.: 42 
 
(*Exempt from filing fees pursuant to Gov.  
Code, § 6103.) 

 

 

I, Lars T. Reed, declare as follows: 

1. I am duly licensed to practice law in the State of California.  I am an attorney with 

the law firm of Liebert Cassidy Whitmore (“LCW”), counsel of record in the above-captioned 

matter for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER (“Respondent” or “County”), along with Michael 

D. Youril.  This declaration is submitted in support of Respondent’s Demurrer to the Verified 

Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief (“Original Petition”) filed by 

Petitioners Placer County Deputy Sheriff’s Association and Noah Frederito (collectively, 
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“Petitioners”).  The following facts are within my personal knowledge and, if called as a witness 

herein, I can and will testify competently thereto.  

2. Petitioners filed the Original Petition on December 21, 2021, and I am informed 

that it was served on Respondent on January 4, 2022. 

3. On January 12, 2022, Michael Youril and I participated in a teleconference with 

David E. Mastagni and Taylor Davies-Mahaffey of the law firm Mastagni Holstedt, counsel for 

Petitioners, to meet and confer regarding Respondent’s intent to file a demurrer and motion to 

strike in response to the Original Petition, pursuant to the requirements of Code of Civil 

Procedure section 430.41(a), and Placer County Local Rule 20.2.1. 

4. During the call, we discussed the County’s legal position – underlying its proposed 

demurrer – that the 1976 ballot initiative known as Measure F is void and unenforceable under 

the California Constitution, the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act, and the Placer County Charter. 

Counsel for both parties agreed that these legal arguments have been discussed at length between 

the parties in prior correspondence and pleadings. Mr. Mastagni indicated that the Petitioners 

continued to disagree with the County’s legal position and believed the Original Petition set forth 

a valid legal claim. 

5. We also discussed the County’s proposed motion to strike. Mr. Youril and I 

explained the County’s position that a substantial portion of the allegations in the Petition are 

entirely irrelevant to determining the legal questions underlying the specific causes of action 

asserted in the Petition. Mr. Mastagni indicated that he believes everything alleged in the Petition 

is relevant.  

6. On January 21, 2022, Petitioners filed an Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate 

and Complaint for Declaratory Relief (“Amended Petition”), which our office received by e-mail 

service the same day.  

7. On January 28, 2022, Mr. Youril and I participated in a second teleconference with 

Mr. Mastagni and Ms. Davies-Mahaffey to meet and confer over the County’s proposed demurrer 

and motion to strike. 

/// 
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1 During the call, Mr. Youril and I explained that the Amended Petition did not 

address the County’s position with regard to the legal merits, and that the same grounds for 

demurrer still remained. We also explained that although the Amended Petition omitted some of 

the allegations the County objected to in the Original Petition, the majority of the allegations the 

County sought to strike still remained. We explained that the County still maintained that the 

challenged sections were legally irrelevant with no probative value to the legal issues raised by 

the Petition, and so the County still intended to file a motion to strike. Mr. Mastagni explained 

that Petitioners maintain that the Petition states a valid cause of action, and that the challenged 

sections are relevant.

8.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 9. During this call, the parties were not able to reach an agreement resolving 

Respondent’s objections to the Amended Petition. Mr. Mastagni indicated that he had no 

intention to further amend the Petition in response to Respondent’s objections.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State of 

California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 2nd day of February 2022, at Sacramento, California.
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF FRESNO
I am employed in the County of Fresno, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and 

not a party to the within action; my business address is: 5250 N. Palm Ave., Suite 310, Fresno, 

CA 93704.

3

4

5

On February 2,2022,1 served the foregoing document(s) described as DECLARATION6

OF LARS T. REED IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT’S DEMURRER TO AMENDED7

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR8

DECLARATORY RELIEF AND IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO9

STRIKE, in the manner checked below on all interested parties in this action addressed as 

follows:

10

11

David E. Mastagni 
Taylor Davies-Mahaffey 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
1912 I Street
Sacramento, California 95811 
email: davidm@mastagni.com 
tdavies-mahaffey@.mastagni .com

(BY U.S. MAIL) I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Fresno, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on February 2, 2022, at Sacramento, California.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

12
ail
I & .2 3
-C r9 3 ON5 ^ ^ <
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1 Michael Youril, Bar No. 252112 
invoiiril@lcwlegal .com 
Lars T. Reed, Bar No. 318807 
Irccdwilew leual.com 
LIEBERT CASSIDY WHITMORE 
A Professional Law Corporation 
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: 916-584-7000 
Facsimile: 916-584-7803

2

3

4

5

6

7
Attorneys for Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER

8

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA9

10 IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLACER

11

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFF’S 
ASSOCIATION and NOAH FREDERITO

12 Case No. S-CV-0047770

13
Petitioners, DECLARATION OF RYAN RONCO IN 

SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL 
NOTICE

14
v.

15
COUNTY OF PLACER,

16 Date:
Time:
Dept: 42

March 3, 2022 
8:30 a.m.Respondent.17

18

19
I, RYAN RONCO, declare as follows:

20
I am over the age of eighteen years old. I have personal knowledge of the matters herein, 

and if called upon to do so, I could and would competently testify thereto.

I am the elected County Clerk / Recorder / Registrar of Voters for the County of Placer. 

My office retains the official records of past elections.

Attached to my declaration as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of Placer County 

Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 76-449 recognizing a petition bearing the requisite number 

of signatures calling for an election on a proposed ordinance for salaries for Sheriffs personnel. 

Pursuant to the Resolution No. 76-449, the Board of Supervisors on August 24, 1976 authorized

1.
21

22
2.

23
3.

24
4.

25

26

27

28 1
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the proposed ordinance to be submitted to the voters in the General Election scheduled for1

November 2, 1976.2

5. Attached to my declaration as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the Placer County 

Sheriffs Salaries Ordinance Initiative, Impartial Analysis of said Initiative and Argument in 

Favor of Said Initiative.

6. Placer County Sheriffs Salaries Ordinance Initiative was placed on the ballot as Measure 

F, and it was passed by a majority of the Placer County electorate on the election of November 2, 

1976. Attached to my declaration as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the vote totals for 

Measure F.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Attached to my declaration as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of the sample ballot of 

the November 4, 1980 election related to Measure K, the Proposed Adoption of the Placer County 

Charter, the Impartial Analysis, and Argument in Favor and Against.

Attached to my declaration as Exhibit E is the vote totals for Measure K from the 

November 4, 1980 election. A majority of the Placer County electorate voted “Yes” on Measure 

K. Therefore, Measure K did pass.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

10 7.

11

12

13 8.

14

15

16

foregoing is true and correct, except where alleged on information and belief. Executed this 7

/California.

17

day of January, 2022 in18

19

20
By:21 RYAN RONCO

PLACER COUNTY CLERK RECORDER 
REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

22

23

24

25

26

27

28 2
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1

Before the Board of Supervisors 

County of Placer, State of California
2

3

4
In the matter of: M'SOUiTION 'tMLATUIC TO 

1}ALAJ?XBS fOK SHKflirP1 5 PZMOtMKl 
toD CALLXslO TOK iXKCTXOH

Resol. No: .

Otd. No:.
La

Uin. Bk:....

First Reading: ......

iItlOX

5

6
Fb.;_.

7

6
i
I9

was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors 
Aaguat 24, __________

The following 

of the County of Placer it a regular meeting held _ 

by tire following vote on roll call:

Ayes:

Noes:

Absent: Halun and Sloop acn 

Signed and approved by me after, its passage.

J®BOt.CK! ON
10

11
nit fORfOOINO tNSmUMfNT IS A COHfttCl 
COf>Y Of iHf OfUOlNALON FILE IN THIS OFFICE 
ATTEST-12

t'orrilra, Henry <1 Let

None muam I. DOBRAS
Coi>nry Clark anti nfroWfalo Glvrk of <h& floflfd 
nf SwnfvIfiOf} of ihv County q/ Pteser, SUtt
of (UtMtyuUa* —*

13

14
I15

MtCHAiiu H. LU16

Cbnlnngll, Board of SuparvlaoraAttest: MAURINE I. DOBBAS 
Clerk of said Board

Phyllis Harris

17

18
By:

Deputy.19

20
r-mHr0iA3, thoro h*» been pr®»«nte<1 to the Board of Sugmrvlaora a j>etition Peering the requisite number of signatures oelliny for 

on election on « proposed ordlnsnce for itslarioe tot Sheriff** personnel, and thia Board lieiog mandated by law to submit the rosttet to the voters,

NOW, TflfiMfORi;, BE IT UJSJUMY ii'OolVEO

II
21

22

23

24
1. Said matter shell be submitted to the voters at the next25 general election.
2, Raid wtnurai election ehall be Uu Oonaral Eleation sob ad u led for fiover.u^r 2, 1C 76.

Notice of oaid «l<tction shall us given an preecribed by £l«ctiona Code floction J712 end ths County Clerk shall take such further action as is proscribed by lav.

26
3.

27

28
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COUNTY OP pjffit 

SALARIBC, PLACHR COUNTY SHBRIPP'I 
ORDINANCE INITIATIVE 

NOVEMBER 2, tm

CONDADO DE PLACER 
SALARIOS, LOS SHERIFFS DEL CONDADO 

DE PLACER, INICIATIVA A DE ORDBNANZA 
2 DE NOVIRMBRI, 1T76

_ TI(u!ir<i do dausrmiiiartlo ovdotlimJn.KAI^
C MHOS, LOS StUgftUffiB DHL CONJWDO I OK I'LACKH, INICIATIVK OK OUDEN- AN'/A, mb ndopUda?

r Slmll tt:o onUnmieo.SALARIES, PIACER r COUNTY SHERI PE’S ORDINANCE IN- 1 ITAT1VE, l>o mloplod? SIYes

No
No

MBDIDA DE INICIA'TIVA SER SOMETIDA 
DIRBCTAMBNTE A LOS SLBCTORES 

SALARIOS, LOS SHERIFFS DEL CONDADO DE 
PLACER, INICIATIVA A DE ORDBNANZA

La Junta da Supcrvinorni Habra do dolarmlnnr, i»r lo mciwt itimulmoidc, lot oxJototdug anlnrloa mnxlmos do In Ollrlnn ilftl filimlfl dol Corulodo do Novmlo, 1* Onolria ilol SHori/f dot C'omlndo do El Dorado y la Olldnn dot Shorlll del Comtado do HocrnmorUo son icspoalo a oada data do poulc(oi) omptondn por dlolmn at'ondnoKfocUvo ot I’rlmoro do Enoro, Wl, y ofoollvo ol I'rlmoro do Enoro da coda nno doipuoa do oio lo Junta da Bupervlsom Habra do determiner, dmanlo el me* da Enoro, ol nalarlo proniodlal da coda claio do poolcrlon »o«un a lo suo no cnteldnco on oat aaunto, y comonnendo con cl primer porlodo do aalarlo donpuu do Enoro Habra do orreidor ol nalarlo promodlal do cade olnso do poaiolon on la Oflclna del Sliorlrf dol Comlndo do Placer a un tdool quo on iRtial nl prnmcdlo do tnlarlon do poilclonoa coinparablon on la Ollcltia dol Nhorlu dol Condedo da Novndn, la Ollolna dol Sheriff dol Onndadb do E! Dorado y la Oflclna dol Sheriff dol Cowtndo do .Hncrnmonlo.El lino anul del lermlno “clfine compBrnlile do ponlcton" Hu de nliinlflcar un nnipo do mnlclonoe aiibfltnnclnlmoido alndlnron oon roapnofo a callfloaelonca u obllKncIniica o roaposabllliliidon imniido lea potlclonoa al|ju!Dnloa como jpilo Imilbador:

INITIATIVE MEASURE TO BE SUBMITTED 
DIRECTLY TO THE ELECTORS 

SALARIES, PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF'S, 
OROINANUCE INITIATIVE.

The Bunrd of fluporvlaora *Hall, al leant annually, deter- mint) Uni oxlsllnir maximum ajilnrind for the Norntla Covmty Sheriff1* Office, Kl Dorado County Rlicrlffa Office and Sacra- muni County Sliortffa Office for uaoli clnxn of poatUon am. ployorl by unltl afjenolun,
LtfocUva January 1, Wl, and offeoUve Juminry Int ot each year thoroafter the Board or SuporvUora bHoIi, tlurHm Uw monlh of January, dotormlite the avorasa aalory for oncli clam of po nit I on aa not forlh heroin, and bofilimlng tlio flnt pay parioil following January ihall fix (ho avorapa aalnry for oaen clnnn of ponlUon m fho Placor County SbcrIJf'n Offlco at a lovcl otiiul to tho nverago of the salarlen for tho comparable nonltlono In tho Nevada County Sliorlffa Offlc, El Dorado Cnunty SliorlfPa Office and (tie Sacramento Onutity SborJfl'e Offlco.
Aa uaod herein tha torm "cnmparobla clnna of iwnlllon" fihtill maun n urmip of positions mihuta nil ally nlmtlar re open lo (|uoll(lca Ilona or diilloa or rcaponnllillltlcs ualnK Ilia follovvliiB posSHona an KUldclInoS:

Willi

Undorahorllf 
Captain 
Lieutenant
Tho provlnlona of this ordinance a Hall proven othoi-wfia confllctlnn provnlom whk-H may relate to anlarioi of county omplovooa or o/flcora who arc not elected by popular volo.

(It le propoaod that Iho abova ordlnanco bo adopted by tha Klootorfl to lueiire (hut tho oinployona of tho Placor County Sheriff'a Dopnrlmont fllinll havn aalnrtoa comparBldo to Iho other competing law onforcomont oaonelca mirroundlnu Placor County).

Inspector
Sergeant

Corporal
Deputy

Subshorlff 
Capltan 
Tonlnnio
Laa provlolonoa do oala ordononxa hnn de provalococ sobro cualqillcr olrn nrovlnlon cnntradlclorln que ao rein do pa n nnlarloa do oinplctlon u oflclalca quo no son clegldoi por volo popular.

(So proiwne que la ontedlctia ordenants aca ndnptada por ion Elcctoroa para aaoRurnr into Ian amplondoa dol Dcparl- amonlo dol flhnrlff tlnl Coadndo do Planer hnbrlan de toner natarlos comparables n Ian olran ngonolnn la ojecuolon do leyoa en lo* nlrouedorea Placer),

funpecior
Hnriionto

Cabo
Ulptdadoover any

compnOdornn on 
del Comlndo do

IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS OF COUNTY COUNSEL 
AS TO OPERATION AND EFFECT OF MEASURE F

OPERATION OF MEASURE

ANALISIS IMPARCIAL POR 8L ABOOADO DEL CONDADO 
EN CUANTO AL FUNCIONAMIBNTO Y EL BFBCTO DS LA 

MEDIA F
FUNCIONAMIBNTO DE LA MEDIABeginning January 1, 197?, and each January tat following, the County of Placer would dutormlne tho overagu aolary aid In Nevada. Sacramento, and HI Dorado counllaa for „ following iwnltlonn In tho Shcrlffa Offlco! Unriurahorltf, Captain, Lloiitmant, rtlipactor, Sorgo ant, Corpofnl, and Dep- uly. Thona nnlnrloi would then be averaged and each com­parable position In Placor County 

level equal to the average of th 
Position.

Comencnndo con el prlmcro do Enero, 1077. y coda prl- morn do Kncro ilgulciUe, ol Condado de Placor doblera do determiner et nalarlo promcdlhl pagado on loi Condndoi tio Nevada, Sacramento, y Kl Dorado por Ion cargoa algulanto* on In Oflclna dol Sheriff: Subihnrlfl, Capllan, Tonlonlc, In- niicclnr, Rnrgonto, Cabo, y Dlpulodo. Entoncon so coloularJa «1 promcrilo do ones aalarlo* y ondn cargo comparobin on ol Condado ric Ptaccr nerln pagado onloncca a ua nlvel Igual nl promcdlo do Ion aalnrloo por cadn, tat cargo.La merilda define "clnao comparable del cargo" y eillpula quo la madia Unite prccedimcln aobro cualquler otca pro­vision do Ian ordonnnano con reapoeto a aalarlo* on el Con- dado de Placor.

pal
Iho

would then bo paid ot a 
o anlnrlon for eaoh auob

Tho men euro dollnea "comparable cleiw of posllloit" and provldea that tho moneuro lakca proccdonco over any other
ftTOECTOF MEAetJRR !y 0''dln"n';0, to

Under etnle low,the Ronrd o( Buporvlnora la dtroclcd to provldo for the compenantlon of all county employeea. In

V-

(OVER)
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addition, Mato law roqulrea Hint the of SnporVluoMmoot nmt confer wllh all omployoop, In good fnllli prior la 
nnlllim tiiongM or mnltlnB chongon In componsnllon.Uinlor lliosn iirovldomi, nioff rojiroionlnUvor o( (far Hoard of Hiipmrlnor* meet wllli cimployoo orf.'iuilrntlon* anil pro- nnro ngraodupon wage anil frliigo lloiioflt prnpoiola for Bonril rovlow.

The propoaad Initiative Would chanlo that approach aa to (he Placer County Undoraherlff, ami the Captnlm, Mou- tonantu, lnipct>t«r», Sorpoond, Corporate, and Deputies of the Placer County .Sltorltf’a Office.
Inatead, there would, as to Umbo salaries, bo substituted a formula approach Hod to salaries paid in tho Countlea of 

Nevada. El Dorado and Sacramento for comparable clasioi of positions, Tho Hoard of Supervisors would nave no dlacro- 
Hon as to what thoao employees would receive a* anlailus. 
All of Iho rofualninfl county employees1 would condmio to he set by the Board of Supervlsora after auoh meeting end con­ferring with them end their repreacntetlvca Dated: Sept. 20, 197(1

DAEFECTO l)E LA -Do Jo la ley oatotol ItrJmiln da Supervliores queda dlrlfilda 
a provoer la compansnclon do lorloa loa emideados dpi Condntlo, Adcmsa, le toy eslauit oelgo quo lit Junto do 
Suporvliorcj so reunn y conflera con lodos los ompleadoa do huona fe anloe dc oslohlecoi' oamblos o hacer camblos 
on la compenaneton 

Bnlo i
do la Junta do Supurvliorea

r»sur to issjn »
ojloe provlslonos, los voprosonlallvoa del itcramtel

..... . . inla dn Supurvlsorea so reunon con lae orgonirnelonoiido tea emnloados y preparon uitae propueatae convtmlttaa do jolnrlo y dc lienotlcloi mnrglnnlei para el rephao do In Junta.
La Inlclattva propucst* camhlarla caa prnposlclnn cn cuanto «1 Kuhaherirf, y los Capltanca, Tenlcntoe, Jnspootorcs, 

Soritonloa, Calms del oCndedo dc Placer, y loa Dlpulndoe dn Ta Oflclim dol Sherllt del CondnOo do Plnccr,En enmbio, so hebrla, tm cuanto a csos sntarloa, do sub- 
sllllulr uti molodo do formula Undo n loa aalorloa pngados on los Condndos do Nevada, El Dorado y Sncriiuionlo por vloaca comparoldoo de cargos. La Junta no Suporvlsores no lonrirla nlnguna dlaoreclon on cininln a lo (pio Van a cobrar 
do aalorloa otos ompleadoa, ToiJoh los oalnrlos do loa olros cm pie ados dot Condnd cfanUnunrlnii a cor osloblocldoi par 
la Junta dn Suporvlsorn rtcapiina He Ini roimlon y confercncln 
con olios y con sits renrosentntWon.
Koehndo, ol 20 do Sopllombro, 1978

L. J. DEWALD 
Abogado del Condado

L. J. OSWALD 
County Counsel

Argumcntoa' a favor o en contra de las leyes propuestas 
lot oplnlones de los eutoros.

AHGUMENTO A FAVOR DE LA INICIAT1VA
La Inloletlvn de aalarloa nara loa agenteo do pnllctn emplen- dos en ol dopartamsnlo del ilterlff-coroner uol Condado ilu Placer «a ol reaullado dlrccto dc la pinna ilonnuadan de le 

Junta do Supervisors! a nprohnr compnneaclun nneouodo para lea itersonns quo pravcon o los realdonloa y vtaltnntoa do Pla­cer In gernnlte Bubsmallvn maa fundamental: In protfaeclon da 
rus vtdas y au proplcdml, El pntro cine dor primnrlo de la 
medldn et lea nsoclnclon dn dlpulodoa del shorlff del condntlo do Placer, cnyos vinos clen miomliroe—todos nKcntca ittrados 

do pollcln do pas —croon quo loa pngos quo roclhon por llcvnr s cebn an* drberoa oflcliilen, quo dlsrlemento exlgon ol rlnago da aus. vldos y danoa a olios mlsmoi por el publico, 
tinbrJan de aor cnmpnvnblns a los anlarlos do nromedlo page* don a ion ngontci dol slturlll oh los comltdot alrododorcs do cl itorodo, Novotle y Sacrnmonto. Parn cetifloor csla medidn per* oeln baloU, la P8DSA solamnnte tuvo 10 dies pare oblonor mine 3,200 signatures vslldaa por lodo cl condado Pcro a peear de oelc brove pcrlodo pormltlilo per Is ley, las 
pottcloitM rosiiltaron on me* do 11,100 atgnntufoi vellilni 
unn flora Indlcaclon quo unit seccton trmiavoranl do los rneldomeo de I'lacor csla dc acuerdo do qua los otlclalo dol sheriff cobran pngos Inguilctonlos y morocco la oporiunl- dad do podir quo ol electorado ayudara a arroglar ealo In- .tuillcla. Porquo vtrtualmenta todos los mlcmbros Son duenos do propleilat! y pagariorea do Impuoalos on el condstlo de Placor, La PCDSA oreo quo cs Impcrativo Inslottr quo no hay obsolutamento nlnguna neconldad do mi aumonlo de Impuoeln 
para flnandar cata mcitldn, El condado do Placer comonto el ano ffacal dc 1970-77 con tm fondo reserve de f«67,8I0, consldernblemenle mas do lo quo necosllado para pnger 
eel a medldn,

Uoeuordnn: un hov uecosldad do un numonto de Impiieslo pornua lutfldoe, lo» reuldantos dol condado, ya'han provlalo nl dlnoro por meillo do loeedonoa mas quo lodos nosotroi hemoa oxporlmcnlado. Cuendo ustodoa necoalten oyudo. uelodna llemun a la polieln. Abora poeotroa pccetilamoa ayuda. y loa llamamoa a uatedos. volon "»i"—per favor,

Armimonta lit eupnort or oppnsttlon of tho 
aro Iho opinions of Hie nuthora.
ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF INITIATIVE

proposed laws
inn

The aalnry JnlHollve [or working oLflcnrt of the Placor 
County Shorlff-Coronor's Dcperlment is tho direct rcault of tho oulrlghl refusal of tho Hoard of Supervlsora In improve 
adequoto compepsntion for the pcriona who provide Placer rosldonte and visitors wllh Iho most fundamental guarantee of government; Iho protection of (holt Uvea end property. 
Tho monaliro's primary iponaor in tho Placer Counly Dnpuly SnOrUfs1 Ansoclntlon, whoso some ICO mombera—all tivvorp peace officers—bollevo the wages they receive for performing 
their offlclol dutioi; which raullnnly call for tho risking of theb' lives mid Injury lo their poreon* on bohall of the public, anoiild be compernWo to Iho nvornoc aelerlea paid ehorHCa off leers In the adjacent counlloe of El Dorado, Nevndn end Sommento. In ordor to qualify (ho moasuro for Hilo ballot, the PCDSA had but 10 daya to oblaln some 3,200 valid alg- rioluroa countywldc. run dpaplto this brief period allowed by low, Iho pollllons roaullotl In more (ban 0,100 valid alBnnlures 

oloor lurllpallon that a reproaentattvo croas-aocllon ol Placer reeltlenli ocrocs H,ot sheriff's nfflcer* era imdorimld 
f dd,should bo given llm nlioncc to nsk Iho cicotorulo to help rectify Hun Injuetlco. Ilecnuso vlrlunlly all Its members nro proporty ownore and taxpayer* In Placer County, Ihn PCDSA focls It Impcrativn to iitrcss diet NO (ox Incroaso whatever I* noodoil lo flnsneo Ihle moasuro. Tim County of Placor elnriod tho 19lfl-77 flscnl yoor with n rworvo Ilihu of 1507,810, 
ctmelteably more then la needed lo pay for Ible moneuro, Itowombar: NO tnx ralaa I* noadod boeauao you. tSm counly rosUietiU. nlfofltly linvq orovfdcd the monoy through ili« 
hlBber nssosamonta that hit all of via. Whan you need help, you 
JpW ^UoI|>, nnd wo'ro callliiK on you. vote YF.S—p](*11170,

The undersigned nuih'ora of Iho primary argument In favor of tho bnllol proposition (or.SALARIES, PLACER COUNTY 
SUEniFF'S ORDINANCE INITIATIVE at the General Elec 

* "I” of California, to bo bold on Novombcr 2. im hereby atatp Ibal eupb nrgumont In true to tho boot of thnlr bnowlcdgc and belief. and corrocl
Ixia ebajo lirmrtdori nutoron dol arcumonlo prollmlnar a favor de In proitoslclon do bolota pare SALARI03, ItjlCIA- 

riVA DE ORDENANEA DEL SHERIFF DEL CONDADO OF- PLACER n unn Election Oonoral porn cl list a do do Cellfomln. que tondra lunar cl 2 de Novlnmbro, 1970, por lo prcsoiUo tloelornii nun tnl nrgumonln ck vordad y correcto do ait imijor cmmcimlcnto y crccncla.
FIRMADO:
WILLIAM A, SCOTT. Sheriff-Coroner 
Condado do Placer, Estado do CeUfornia
N, P. MILEtlR, Secreterto-Tcsorero 
Asoclaclon de Dlputedoa del SbeHff 
del Condado do Placer

No hie sometldn ningun srgumento en contra de las leyes propuoetea.

SIGNED:
WILLIAM A, SCOTT, Sheriff-Coroner PIncar County, State of California
N. P--

8 27-76
Date

No argument In oppoaltton of the propoaed laws woa aub- mJtted. s

8-27-76
Date

3-27-76
Fecha

B-27-70
Fecbe

PA 405



EXHIBIT C

PA 406



TYPE OP ELECTION

G-^h) ~ PreS
DATE OF ELECTION

Mdi). nit
CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

OUTCOME (STVC)

TAX OVERRIDE PROPOSITION

In lh« ttiml (hit (lie Inlllailie inc»ui< plncctl 
ftwitofi of NonroW 2t im, «i.!lirc<l •'XstarlcK, l*}«or Coiihty iihrdfTj 

Ofrf r»qr»« lnlUol^o1 he ipproM iho »oU-«, 
*h/»ll on nitffWe imouni of flic cenU (Sc) ho 
■urhor »c «»cf <h« wtmt mMfmum ink mu- 
nuIIiu/IaviI by .Sflili* Imt nn mry 5f0a of b»* 
«tmd »«liiRifon of ptoattiy, mch Jncrme lo 
Jr In «ffcc( on « coimtyn^lde hnir« la 
roiinry commenclnj; In |he IUo»! yPRr 1^77- ; 
1978. •riJ DMch ycnr llicff«f(r/. Tilt ftrtnUM 
of ttlU IncrtAic in hr uwd (a Imnlcrnrnl llir » 
Jfltry fidjuAinirnt In told PJilh Cowuy ShtrlfTi Ordlnhncr loUlmlte.

7 (>C’/YES

E NO

it.mMEASDRg(S)

T«xt: ORDINANCE INITIATIVE )■;

5/, </W

Jbj 4rt
4sYESf INI-

NO

OUTCOME (STVC)

. •

•»«.

*i i
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CARD C SIDE 2SIDE 1

cTOP

OFFICIAL BALLOT
GENERAL ELECTION

NOVEMBER 4,1980PLACER COUNTY

Thl» foftdol iiub shall b« lorn alt by pricirwi beard mpfnhw and handad to iha •Wii'*

COUNTV
PH0P05E0 COUNTY CHftHttn 

ADOPTION MEASUIU K
m
w.i
i
I

<y)YES +1/ Shill |bc ptffioiiJ chnrler of (he C«iui|)i II of Placer n idopiwlT
NO

Q}hitoMsto COUNTY Cl'ffffifflf . AUEnNATIVi: PROVISION. MEASURE l Slinll"IK" pre|nm‘j nllvtnillir frnTIJItinl , for (he iltelltm if Coitniy Sii|icmNoh ii YES +I l*r(te, but r«|Ulrlng itrltlnnr III lh* dll-----------irltl the cintidlle will rttifeiriil. he un + idttteg K +

3
V.

CDa PROPOSED COUNTY CMARTtH AITERNATIVE PROVISION, Hf ASUHE W
Khtil the (iiopcKd •liiifintlio itieildliif ye® Ihi far (he nppiilnlmeit, («th»r II,«n thi tire- _III tlsn nf Hie C'rnmly Clirk-ltrcmdrr,•depledT

CDI
ii; CDb' NO +

PROPflifOCOUNfYCimnTEIt niTt'ANATivc rnovisioN, MtASUnt n Om
s

Jttmtli IN projiwrl Alt^riiH|lir« providing VPs; +IJ for Ihr n|ijiololmfnf, rmlifr Chnn Ihe <l«*__ _ _H lion «f lltc Ifuunly rtudllor Confroller, hn NifoDjcrif
rfm

NO +
PPOPOStD KOIJnTY CIIAHTTtl AITERMATIVE PROVISION, MEASURE 0i! Shall ih9 projiosw! oltcrnallvf provldlnti yra| + n for Iht uppotnlnioflli ifldicr lhan ihe dec* _ _U Hon of fltv Conn(y 'Irtunurcr-TaK Collof- -,A lor, bt ndoplctlf Ffr +

mi
1
Mi

MimMIIIIIiiii;
31301 c
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CONDADO OE PLACER, MEOIDA K 
TEXTO CDMPLETO DE PROPUESTA CARTA DEL CONDADD

PLACER CflUNn MEASURE K 
FULL TEXT OF PROPOSED COUNTY CHARTER

PREAMBLE
VIo, llm clfonm, ol PlacBf Cwmly, in onlsr In sitcurs Iho Uonitlili ol 
Iwtiw iii'o Incicasn dfoun pailiclpalion In counly govowmcnh lm- 
piovc olltiiloncy; »nd ptuvldc lm s lesitonslbls n™! coapmalidt) county 
gwurnmcrtl; do hstoby odopi tNs

PREAMBULC
Nosolrott, Ins cluitulanos del Coitfortn de Placet, peta ajcqtttar Ids 
frcnclutios do nutonciiiia; el aumtnln do In padlcipocldn ciudsdnita an 
ol gnblomp dal condadn; mc|nrat la elldencla; y lormar un flotilcmo 
del condado roaponsadlc y cooparatlyo, adoptomDS pat la prassnle
astaCHARTER

CARTA 
ARTICULO I

NOM9HE, PODERES V SU EJERCICIO 
Sec. 101. Mcntlwo y LlntitM. £1 nwnbre dtl condado do “Condado da 

Placot" Lop ISnltei y' c E>ial Plil condado ppfinBiwcerin enmo dkIAh an el 
momenta do antrat an uigot esta Caita 

Soc. 102. Pedctoa El Condado llano y tcndrS todos los podeies provlstos 
oho;a o on ol tuiiiro por la Const Sietin y las loyitc del Eslmlc do CnUtuinin y 
poresla Csrta,

Sec, tOU b|oicu:iti do I’odPlol Los poderns nicnclnnados on la Seccldn 
ptetodente sc r|rrceti JOlaircnle pru on Const Jo d* Ruitctulsotcs n por 
aponlts y timcionailos quo actucn tM|n su antoddad o por nutnridad conlerl- 
da por ley,

ARTICLE I,
NAME, POWERS AfJO THEIR EXERCISE 

Sec. 101, No"!? And_D?UpUeil95: 10' nama ol Iho county Is "Placer County", Ha botmdanos and couiiiy seal shall ba nnd mrnain as they are at 
Iho lima this Chartoi laboa ollocf,

Sec. 102. Powtrs. The County has and ahall have all Ihe powers which 
rue now or may linroallnr bn provided by the Conslllulion and Ilia laws of 
lira Stale nt Mloinla and by this Char tor.

Sec. 103. EKorcijq ol I'oweu. The powers meoiloncd in Ihe prccceoinB 
sactlon shall he esiirc'sdtl'iioly iiy a Board ol $upd>visois oi lliiiuq)l> agirnls 
and cdfleer( odlng under Its atrlhorily er sulhetily contorted by low.

ARTICLE II.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Sec. 201. (loyejr nyi lliirly Uni Bbnid til Stipcivljms Is Ihe oovotnintr bndy 
ol Placer CouhlyV fho Board consitls ol Into IS) membors.

Sec 202. Olshtelj. The County Is dtvldod Inle live IS) scpoivisorlal d|j- 
(rids. The toumfniSu ol Hie supoivisotltd rlsiilcls shnd be nnd imiuIp as 
(hoy am at Iho Hmo Ihis Charlct lalres elleCt urilil olhetwlso changed p,ir- 
suaai lo iho gcnoral law,

Sec 203. Elec [ton by Oisincl Each member ol iho Board cl Rupnrvijora 
shell bo olectcd horn one ol (He live |5) supeiylsonal dislilcls by Itto voters 
ol that dUWcl. Each member shell have buen 8 rcstdenl ol Ihe dlslrlcl whicli 
he seeks Ip represent lor ul least lliirly |10) doys imincdlaloly procedmo Iho 
deadino lor Itlnig nornlnailon documenls lor Hie olio nl supaivisor. and 
shell reside In Ihe dlslrlcl during hi.; Incumbency,

See. 201. Meetings. Thn Beard shall meel In rogulpr ssssinn al leost oncij 
In Ofltb o| loirr vinoko ovoty monlh unlcon n regular moolhg Coy Is a hdl 

,day. The Board shell piovldo by ordiianco lot a manner, Hint pml piece ol 
‘bolibig ell regular mnclinps.

Sec. 205. Term ol Ollicu Exctpl as olhorwlso provldsd In Bus Chailot 
members ol lire Board bf"Supervljpre eholl be rwniluoioil snd cleclcd pui- 
soonl lo Iho general law (O' s term cl four (d) years Membore ol lha Beard 
ol Suptivisoi! may be removed as ptovliled undei Ihe general law.

Sec. 200. yjicBiicioj, |l a vacancy occurs on ihe Board ol Supoivtscns, II 
shall be lilted by Ihe unnnlmoue volo ol the remaining members, ond II Ihoy 
shoH loll In make tucli appOIntmnnl wlihln Ihlrly (30) days ol Iho occtiroece 
ol any such vacancy, Ihen such vacancy shall bn tiled by iho Governef. 
piov-iled dial any appolnlmonl under Ihls soellon shall bo ol a person who 
lot pi Icasl lliirly (30) days prior lo Ids pppoinlmonl has been a tcsldenl ol 
llto tdparvismlal ikslrlnl In which tbo voeancy owsls.

Sec 207. Ccmptniolion. Members cl Iho Hoard el Supotvisore shall re­
ceive compensation ris dsliiIPriicd by ordbranne horn lime In lime UnW u,c 
ellectlve data ol Ihe lirst such ordnance lubinquonl lo tbo ollccl.vo dale el 
lira Cherter, members ol Iho flooid ot Supervlscn shell conlinuc lo receive 
Hw same eontponsallon ms now provldrul lor by law.

ARTICLE III.
GENERAL POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE 

BOARD OF SWElWim
Sec. 301, In Oenprel. Tiro ISoard ehai have all iho lurlidicllon and eulhor- 

Hy which new ot whlcli may linre,liter be granled by the Constilullen and 
Ihe lews ol Ihe Stale ol Cailornia or by Ihls Charier 

See 3(2. Dulles, The Bon id shall:
(a) Appoint’or provide lor Iho appolnlmenl by ordinance ol a# Counly 

ollicers olher linn oloclivo olllcers, and oil olficers, assistants, dopulios, 
derks, and employees whose appoinlmenl Is not provided lor by Ihls Charier. 
The Bond shod Irom lime lo lime, provide by ordinance, tor Ihe ccmpcru.i. 
Hen ol olecllve olliccis and ol lls appolnloes, irrr'oss such componsallen is 
elhenvlse liaed by this Charier.

AH appelnlmenls nel otherwise provklotl for In Ihls Charier, orreept In llm 
.'cases ol nppoinlees lo lha unclassified service, shall be made puinnaiil lo 
lh( Ccunly Civil Service System, as II now ecllls or herenlter may be 
amended by ordinance.

ARTICULO II
CONSEJO DE SUPERVISORES

Sec. 201, Cimt|in do Goliloinn frCrmTeic Ji Sirpotvisiwo-s eo cl cticr|» do 
gaNerno del Cohdado do Tie cor. Vl Censejo cansisie do ernco |5) mlembiw

Sac. 202. DlMrilos. El Condado se divide on cinco (5) rfslrllos da supervl- 
slln Us IWlcs i)o Ms rksliiles do aupeivisidn |intmn»«c«iin came nsMn en 
el momenta da onlrar an vigor esln Carla hasta quo se camblen per ie ley 
general.

See, 203. ElcCcUn por Dislrllo. Cadu iniambro del Consnlo lie Siiparwsores 
re id olagrrki por urra ile las rinr;ti |5) tHsUilos do suporvlsidn per los volanlas 
de cse dislrllo. Ceda mlembio sord resldeplc del dislrllo que halo do repre- 
sonlar, pm trolnta 130) dlas el mcrios Inmodialamonlc iinlutimus al Hmls del 
plate in prose,nttfciin do doeumenlas para npmlnactrin pars al cargo de SU’ 
pervlsai, y resld/A cn el rtlslrlto ndenlrBS nciipri el earno.

Sac. 204. Rsunlangs. El l;onsa;o ae raunlri an snstiiri rngular, nna vnr al 
monos cart) ura drT fas cuatro aomanss cads tncs. salvo qua una roiinLdn 
regular sea en dla lerlade. El Conselo dlspcndrA por erdenanta la larma, 
lecha y lugar de anlcbrodin da Indits las reunlnncs regulates.

Soc 205, fditninn e[i_ol C.lrgn, Esoaple qua so dlspongn do olra lermj cn 
osla Carla, los rhicrtibrbj dcrCcmeio do Supervisorcs se nombrardn y eitqi- 
nin de ocuardo can Is ley general pot un tdrtibno do ciinlru (4) mV, Us 
mkimbres do! Consajo da SupBiviscres pusdon set deoueslos de acuerdo con 
It ley general.

Geo 205 Vacnnlos Si oentra ima vacanlo err ol Conselo do Supmulseies, 
se ccuparh por el y'dlti unSnlmn da les n-iembtos reslantes, y si no so haco 
lal nombraniienlo dnnlm de los IMnta (30) das de la ocurrencia de tal va- 
carrle, se ocupstA lal varanlc por el Gobomadnr; provislo quo cunlqnlirr iwn 
brandenln i.aju eslri torlalilii sard do una poi-;ou.i qua Ira Etrie reddcnlo del 
dlilrita de supsivlsldn en el qua enisle la vacanlo, por Irelnla (3DI dfas al 
mrnoe eniertores a su nnmbramlenlo.

Sea 207. CpnvpvrwuEtdu Lns mlatnbms del Cnnse|o do Suparvljores 
ractiltan oompehsnctdh' csldbloclda par erdenanra. Hosla la leche de viaol 
de i» primero lal ordenanja jubaigulople a la leehs ds vigor de In Carta, las 
miembros del Conselo do Suparvlsmas cenllnuatln raclrienrln b mlsma com. 
pensacldn provisla ahora por ley.

AHIICBLD III
P0DERL5 Y OHLIGACIONES GLNFBALES DEL 

COTSnffDE giif'Llivifii.ti'ES
Sac. 301. En pennrnl El fionsei'n londr’a tads la jurisdlccidn y aulorldad 

quo ahora a on erluldro lo concedsn I# Consiiluclln y las loyes dal Estado 
da CaMorpjg y esia Carla,

See. 302. (JbllgBcInnes El Coiise-o:
(a) Nofllbranf o 'ifspohdrA su I’.ombremlonlo p« ordenania, do lodes los 

(unclcnarlos del Condado que n» s«an e'ecirvos, y de lodos los luncioaaiics. 
aslslsnlos. dolegados, allclnlslos y nmplcadris cnyos nombramionluj no se 
dlspoagan por us la Carla. El Comn|o dnpendrd por ordonanra la compensa* 
din de los lunclonarbs eleclbras y do sus doskjnados. salvo qua lei compen- 
sacldn esld lljsria ile elre Itima por esta Coita 

Todos los nombiam'cntos no provisles en osla Carta, oxcoplo los cases 
do servldo sin claslllcar, so haedn do acuerdo con #1 Slotema da Servlclo 
Civil del Condadn, como (Klsl* ahora o pueda imniemilarse pr ordenania

(CONTIHUED ON NEXT RAGE] (CONTINUAOO EN LA PAGINA PAOXINIA)
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PIlOPUESTft CARTA, CONTIMIADOPROPOSED CHARTER, CONTINUED

(0) DisporairS pci mdonjnia el pUmoio do aelsiemes, tliiltpadop, ollowis- 
l,is v ol'O’ pcisonns pup hayon lie tmpleaise en las disllnlas olklms c 
(nslllucioitti ilal Cwidadp y sus compansadmms.

(c) OlipoMl* IW ofdooanip la cicsclpn Os caipo no itpujtldni (kk la 
nopsllluclAn y las loycs ifcl Eslado, el npinbramlcnlo Us psisonas pata oai- 
pai las nil sums y eus conipSMSBiono#,

(d) ApioboiA el prcsupuesta anusl del Cnndauo.
(o| Eslnt’tecorl un siilema da prto/ldadts y pivelot 00 soivicip pun so 

pipyacuAn por «l Condado al pOM.co v onlm los do part anion I os del Cfinitado.
(I) llcvafd a r.abo o tlspondri cl licvarsc a capo laics tunclpnss do 

aouarUa con cslaltitos del Estiitln do Califomls
(0) Tomati las madldas nocusarias para ol aimplimlanlo do las disfit® 

donas de psia Carla,
Hoc DM onus I'mlncs FumitUiidus Ll Curuojo.

0) OtjpomlrA po' ordnn.inM la cincidn do caicos, c«(i;e|o« y codO- 
nonts quo up scan rcquoiUn pur In conslilitcWn y kyes do! Eslado, el nom- 
luaitilonlo do iKur-nunn paia octipar lulcs cdidos. comojos y comisionts. sus 
podtres, Idr/ninos c<i d cafpo y obtyactPiies, y lilail sus componsacionos 

IP) Clear, abolit, unir. seoiopar, jslpnnr n Imnslcilf Im padtias y obi- 
oaciemrs do cualpolul MRoita npinhiado porn pltdra, ilepailomcnlo, UMJlOn, 
consajo o tomisidn on ampMud iw on conlllcto con ecla Caila.

(3| Unli, sopienar, astynei o Irsnslenr los pederes y cWipatloncs do 
cunti|uici ollckia o divlintn ociiriois per oleoeldn en In acnpTIud BJIoriioda 
p«r la Conslirutidn del Eslado de Caiilornia y no on toilllclo con ecla Carla, 

(d) Redumii Inlmmoo porliic cos o ospgdolos do Basics y cosios do 
oparadin. oxurninar lodos los afchioos y cuentas e kwosllns: la conducia dt 
liindonariis do cunlpuior olldna. comlsidn. depaitamento u olio onl'dad a la 
quo centilbuyc ol Condcdo con tondos.

(5) Hoqueitf la asislencla do cualqulw lunclonprlo o cmplcado dol Con- 
dado a cualqulw leunWn del Conseio paia inlommi. aconscjar y ayudar.

$) Conltalar con una cjvdad diJlillo, aponcia (niblica o subdivision 
polllko del Coivlodo para quo luncouoilos o omp'oados del Condado Seven a 
cabo cualpuiaia o Indas las lundono* do lal cudnd, diplillo. poenda p'rb'icn 
0 luliifivisldh pollllea.

(h) Provklo. by oidlnancii, Ini iho numtioi ol assistants, doputies, ctuks. 
and ottiei poisons to to employed from lime to dino in the several allices 
and Inal I lotions pi Itio County, and lor Ihnir irmnpenualion 

(c) Piowilo, tiy onlinanco, lor tho aoatlon of otllr.as other than llmso io- 
nulled by Hie conslllulton anil laws ol the State, and lot the appointment nl 
persons lo (ill Ilia same, and to In Itfiir compansolrnn.

|d| Adopt the annual btidnot ol the County
(o| EstabTsh a system ol pinuities and levels ol seiuice which am lo bo 

provided by Ilia County lo Iho public and among and botv/tsn ilnparinietds 
ol the County.

(I) Perlorm or pravida Ini Iho porlnrmance nl suclt luiiullnua as ant tn- 
quiied by statutes el the Slate nl California.

(g| Take such mcasutes ns may bo nonassary Irani lime lo lime lo Imple- 
Ftwnl tho provisions ol Ihls Charter,

Soc ‘J03 Oltior rnumernlOLl I’ov/ers Tho Board may:
(I) Provide, hy ouknpnEO, Inr Hie crualion ol olllcos, boards and com- 

m'-stdnns olho' Ihan those required by Iho cons 11 hr linn and laws ol Ihu Htaln. 
and foe the apprknlmonl ot persons to lilt such ollices, boards and commis­
sions. and prescribe Iholf powers, terms ol ullico end dulles, and llx ihelt 
compphsallnn,

l?| Cicaio, abolish, coitsolnlolo, scgreqale, nsslan or Ironsler tho 
power! and duties ol pny Dppnlnbvn olllcn. dopatlminl, division, board or 
commission to Iho oalonl nol In conlDot wiitr ihts Chatlof.

(3j ConsoSdele, segrcnalo assinn or transit-! Ihe powers and dunes ol 
any oleolivo ollice or tl,vision thereol lo Iho rutniil nulliorlced by Iho Corrstl- 
luilon of Iho State of Cablotnio and nol In cmrllicl with this Charier

fd) (leriuiro poriorfc or special reports ol expondlluios and cosls ol 
operalioa orrarreno all tooonls and aucmmls raid inquire Into tint conducl of 
any office, commission, dopaitroent or olher onlity In which Ihe County con- Irtbuius funds

(6) Roquiro Iho allnndance of any olliuot ot runriloyoo ol Ihe County ol 
ony rneellng ol the Board for the purpose of Informifont advice and assis­tance,

Hi) Conn,id wlh a city, ihrlifcl. psibln- tiucimy or pulliiciil suhrfvllion In 
Iho County for iho porlointanco by County olllcors or omjiiayoos nl any or 
all ol (he luncllons ol such city, district, public ogoncy nr potiiM tubtliviwvn, 

ARTICLE It/
OFFICERS OTHER THAN 

SUPERVISORS
Scr;. 001, I'todlrve Otlicou. The ohtqilvu ollicou ol Ilia County olhtn lhan 

ntombots dl ItitTBbrud shall fe;
Sharllf - Cwonor Iconsotirlaledl 
Wslrlcl AHomt-y 
Assessor
Supafinlontlent ol schoriis
Audlloi • Coniroiloc (consotldoiodl
Cnunly Clmk • County flccoidm (constihrlnted)
Tieosuioi * Ton Caiochn [consoiidHioii;
Soc. 003 Appo'niii-c Otlicoii, Iho appomlivo ollioeis ol Ihe County shall

ARTICULO IV 
OTROS FUNCIQNARIOS

Sen, dot. Euncionorios Elecllvo3_ Los funclonaiios oledlvos del Condado 
quo no son mlambios dol Consajo serSn:

Sheiltl ■ PesqulJMpr (unldos) 
fiscal da Dblrllo 
Tasadoi
Superlntendenle de Escuelos 
Audlloi - Inlnventor lunldos)
Secrolaho dol Cotrdaco Arclirvorn dol Condado (unldos)
Tesorro • llecsueauor dt Impnosloa (unldos)
See, dO?. Funclonaiios Noinbtadts. Los lunclonutlos nombiados del Conda- 

do ssrirv
Un Funclonmlo dole tjccutlvo quo sera el admlnistrador del condadg
Un Aboijado dal Condado
Los luniiionartos qua osISn aluria o prroitnn nslm on el lutirro auloilLadoa 
por b (ey ncnerai del Eslodo do Calilomta o poi osla Carla y eslablatidos 
do nramrdo con cllo.
Sec. d03 FuntmlipliUP, IJutiriiiii y Iwtipni). firdits los lunctorwilos clod-dos 

dol Condado s(iron nontlnndos y dogldos do ocuonlo con Is loy ocneraf ft 
Idinrvw dol carpa do tales lunebnoilos lotll como dhtponiio lo by geneiaL Lit 
iteposicidn dol cragu do urnlrpsoi lunmniuirlu olugidu rtul Coral,siln tent uetno 
dlspongn Hi ley oonoral.

Kcu dOd fiiuoiorwiios Ekgidjs. Vocontes. Cuando ocuna uoe vaennle de 
cuekpiioi cargo nloulrvo thrl CiKviadj quo nv SUP Un lldoutlgru dol CofiMjo do 
Suporvutoios. cl Consojo cutmra lot vacanto y ol nonrlnodo ocupvA at empo 
IraslB la ptdx'nw eloccldn Bonoral v hostn quo su sneesor traya ikio etfflklci 
y aprobadn

See, d05, I’ormonoiicis on ul Coign, los lOrminoi do lodos los lunclon- 
aiios, empleodds y ridombros do constfos y comlsiones. aalvo que« rfsnon- 
ga ntra cosa per Icy u por osla Csrta, serin a discieitIJn del peder oira Ins 
nomhrd.

be:
A CNol Esecullvo Ollicnr who shall bo tho county administrator.
County Counsel
Such nlhci ptlfew* as now ate or which may be hoioaller aUlhorized by 
Iho cenernl lew ol the Stale ol California or this Chattel and established 
In pursuance Ihgreof
Soc 403 plhcors, Election owl Trrrm AH nlatlctl nflteois nl iho County 

sholl (Hr iwiniiuilml ami nlvclmt lii arcimujiico wllh llru ticnoral low, the lonii 
ol olfruc Ol any such pllicor i|ra« In- as pinvtdml rmilor Ihe gi'miral low Re 
moyii! Irom olllcn ol any dociijd County ollicci HtaH bo as (iiovirtod in Iho 
gonniai law.

Soc. dOd thclorl Ollarors, VncnilcWf Wlionevci n vaemtey occurs In nny 
ulaclivo cuimiy nl(n:o, oltiui thru a iminitrof ol tho Board ol Supeiyfiors, llm 
llonrrl ahull llfl such vacancy nod Iho nppolniee shall hold clllco until Iho 
boat flgnoial oloctloh orat until hi* suceoasur is cloctcri mid qualikd 

Sec, dOb Jonuio ol ptlmo foirns ut all ofliceis. urnirwyoos. met ilittnlnic 
ol bn,-ml-, anil conimlssldns. unless olhqrwlsp by law or lids Challer provided, 
shod Im at ino ptpasimr nl tiro appomlnqi iMivvm

(CONTINUED ON NEAT PACE) (CONTINUAOD EN LA PAOINA PROAINA)
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PROPOSED CHARTER, CONTINUED PROPUE8W CARTA, CONTINUAOD

ARTICULO V
OBURACIONEK OE I.OS EUNHONARIOS 

Stc, SOI. En Citmtmi Snlvo ipw so ctpocilmui Aim ccua on osUi C.vla. 
Ids fuftcbMiioilltl tondwlo uue no saan m'ombios Sel Consa|o, lamJiAn lu 
ubl^adotimi pimciilnc |',ni o| Coninjo y Ins requilidns pot In Ccnillluclfin y 
pot l.is loycs pcnotnliii ilol Eslido do CnHoiola psto los timdonaiioi iln ciin 
iiotlos con ciiiia.

SllO hO'i EtllKUrll.lIKl hjnoillivo Jol Uuwl.ido 
(ut Nomly.inilonlii fl Funclonalfc "Elicuilvo dtl Coodaito os cl liificAtnaiio 

)«la mitiviittlinllvn del ConililiAt. El PwidiMwIP l|«cu!tvo del Cculoilo totO 
nornOiado pot si Conse^ basAndoso sn sus calilicacor.os siocutws; y .idtoin- 
islialiyes y en su wtpwtendB El «|oictdo dm catno dsl Fwidsnads Elocullvo 
del Condido s« nvolii.it.l pur ol Connejo fl Pimdonailo Ejcculivo dd Condodo 
soivirj a dsctcelOn dsl Conso|o y pediA sot dswissto pot volo tie liei tie 
stis mlembtoj.

(b) I’odont y nii'tjjacitinoi (iimurnli'c El FJocullvo del Cpndado 
ipontatllo finis ol Cons^o do Nupstvlsoiw do la 1(1111)11151100100 aptoploda y 
clldsolo do Im tuunlos dd conriado quo ahwa 0 on adolonlo e$t(n on lac 
dsposhcinnos do oslo Cat la, 0 do cpoMur o/dcnanio, issduciSn« sidon drl 
Coniojo do Sasetylsotoy l.imlKOti aCluad como eon y pam el Conso;ti do 
Supoldsoto* con tospodo 0 cuahidot coonlmsclOfi tiecosina 0 aproplada do 
funclotttp do liinchnnmis y conjttJpj quo no osKn bajo an jniiidlcclOft 0 ctm- 
ln)L

See 603, {Jline llldpaqamny
|0| Cooidfai ol imbajo tld ItnJui; Ini olldtios y dspartmenlos, lonlo 

docllvos como do nombmtrvonlp. y idanoat Us lomni y ipoiHos pntn lootm 
ollcloodo y cccnomio cn loiJas los opttacionos dd Coodadti.

|lij fiembtat, cusps mint 0 tlcslllnlt, stticli) a rotilnmnddn pot ol Conjojo 
dc Supsivlsoros, do lodes las Ji'lss do dopatlmnonlo do r.ntnbtfirnisfilii, os- 
copto Dl Aboyndo dsl Cnadtidn. Us pombiotrdcntcs setEn Uisdcs en ciill* 
epoiarms ojocudvas y admlnlstraljuan dclotmlnadas pot procedltnienltiS 
sdeciivos.

(cj forme lot y ptsscnint al Csnso|i> planes pan oiecular pormas y loqrar 
mshis osloblfcldas put d Cimsolo,

Id) Ptovoot mm pUdllMcw otslemnnea doi ptcsupjeslo. tocomotulfli 
ptanltiondonos da Intqo nleance y fectmiondni un nicmpussto anud dospuds 
do tovnsat las pollclonos do Uidu* los tlnpatlamonloj y aynndw dc los quo 
os toiponsablo ol Consslo 0 quo r.okilon lordos dsl Ccmtado,

(0) Tenet la iMpoftMbllldid de Iq admldslracljn del pieaupueslo despuds 
dn ul aptobacWn pot cl Gonsejo.

(I| Piovmi aniilsls y toyislin ptolundos do lodos los ptopistpas del Con- 
dado tspuinimeols V do lutnm quo el Cnnscjo pueda temer decWoms.

(g) Ptovoot y ponor on pttlollco slslcmns do ccmpiobaciOn y conltol pato 
atoguis' Is5 (otidga y ptoplotlntlna del Condodo.

Hi) Ponr.f on piSdica «l slelonin dc ptloildades y nlvelss 
csiabittcldo pot tsl Consoio.

|i) El Fwcisnatlo EJctullvo del Cwnlodo tendti olios potiotes y obllga- 
dorcs quo pueda ptescilbir el Consoio do acusrda con ssla Cana ,

Son, SOS. Itnuidpiios y llolilxiiocitvioii tlnl Ctmcnjo, FJ Fitmlonano Elcciillto 
dol Ctmdade psdfi afisil; s nnajutoi tmimOn dsl Csnsois do SttiKiivlsoios. 
oxceplo,«cAsctcddn dsl Consn|o. cuando so considsic la ovtilttacMn 0 depo- 
irfclin dol Funcioniiilo Ejcculivo dol Csudado El Funeloneito Elsculivo del 
Cundado podtd paiticiptu cn iliiousionsi dsl Connijo. poto no pndtO pninttnlot 
mocloncs ni volat.

See, 506. CowoiflciAn con ol Fuqclsqatio E|ocui|g» dd Condodo. Todos los 
limclntiapos cVicIWps lof fttmtindo y lodos Ins lut'f.hn.itloj nnnibmdss pot ol 
Console do Supopessfos coopciaidn con cl l uncionatio k|ectil)vo dsl Condo-

Hoc, SCO CuiiiuldcacWn pott.enijRoados, Ifn Sujwiwsoi, p-un dot tccomop- 
dotionos 0 liisliucclonos 0 futiclopdiios y tmploadot bajo la supsiviiltki dal 
Fupebmetln CjMuUyo del Condtdo, to liattl soinnwnts 0 irovls del mlsnto 
Esin sea:On no htmln ol dotoclio do uti Siqioiuisot n cblcncu InlottnnclSn 

Soc, 60?, Aliygodo do1 Condodo, £J Abogado dol Condsdo sold fiwtibloda y 
ocupaii ol cutgo 0 ifisctcdin del Console do Supctvisoios Sclw quo sc pto- 
setiim 0 motllliqiic dn olio Imiihi pot nidounimt dd Consoio, londti lodos lot 
podotos v oldpoclonos do im Atmuado dn Cnml.nio Iqadas alwn ti en nda- 
lento pot 1st fcyns gonntaios

ARTICLE V 
DUTIES OF OFFICERS

Sec. SOI, In CouciliI, Unlute 01lioiwIso spotlHSd In iWs Cha/loi, ollloots ol 
die Coimly otbet llien mombsts ol Iho Hnn/d. shn« bnyo sut.li dalles as nha'.l 
bo ptoscilbtd by lbs Ooatd Item llmo lo lime and sueti olbti dalles 09 shall 
li* toqulrnd ol olhceis In chailei counties by iho Constllullon and genotel 
laws ol tha Stela of Cailtomln

Soe, 60? Counly Exeeuliyo OHIcet,
la) ApppAimeiU The County Fxoculive Olllcoi is lltp chtnl iuliiiii«slialivo 

olllcet of THi County. Tin County Exacullvo Olflcot shall bo appolnied by 
Ilia Oomd tin Ilia basts ol cxocbltvo and admlntsltpltue quahlientons and ox- 
pottenco. Hu County Exoculivo Olltcot’a peilointanco :lia» bo ovnlualcd Ity 
Iho Ooatd Horn lime to llmo, The Counly Executive Olllcet snrvos at tho 
Oonnfs ploftjuto ntxi may be removed by en cl Iln native volo ol Ihtcc el Its 
mambets-

(b) Gmxinl J’aytots and Dulles. Tho Counly Executive shall bn tospoitsible 
to Iho Bonid drSupotvIspis'foriho ptopet and dlklenl tubnlnlslrollon ol 
such of iho alfahs ol itto counly as me ot hotoalioi may Im placed In Iho 
ptovlslonj ol this Chattel. 01 ol any (xdlnanco, resohiHon ot otdoi of Iho 
Ooatd of Supniviscts Iln sluiV also act In an tidvlsoiy oapacily lo and vitth 
the Hoatd ol Supoivtsou vdlh rosporl 10 -my not»r.st»y ot |xu|xn cootdmfi- 
lion ol luticdona ol nl ltd ala end bomds not undet bit lidjidcllen Of cohltdl

See, 603, Ollict Dulles.
(a) Coo'dhta'to Die woilt ol ail olhoca and dcpatlinenln, both docl-vn and 

appoinllvo, mid dcviio ways and moani to achieve ellicfcncy and econotny 
In all Counly upotellotis,

|b) Appolnl, suspend or temove snhjccl |g witilttpinlimi by Ihe Hunul ul 
Supniv^pts al appolnllvo dopotltncm toad* oxnepi iho Counly Counsel Ap- 
polnllitwil* chnil In on Iho basis ol oxocttllvn nnd odmmisliallve qualllica- 
lions as dototmbied by sctoonltip mid suleulmn piaoedinas.

(c) Foimulfitc and pieseni in Ihe floa/d plans to huplctiianl poScIcs and nucompfisli goals oatnbSilioP by Iho Uontd,
(d) I’tuvido syilontalle plnmvng ul lha hudgol, lotiotnuicnd huig tuiqjii cn- 

plial itomlng, and incomtiicnd un nnnual budget aliet tevlf.wtiig toquosis ot
') nil (Inpntlinnnls ond ngoncios lot wlreli Iho Bontd la tospoiislblo ot vthlch to- 

quo s 1 County funds
(e) Have tepponslbllity for the administration of Ihe budgel altar Its adop­

tion by die Buimi.
(I) I'iovMs lot In-dtpth nnalyt'a and toviow ul all Counly pwiimiiH on a 

tegulai basis In sttclt innnnci ihal iho Boatd may make policy decisions
(g) Ptovldn and Implement systems of adequntc checks and eontiols to 

spfegmtt) Counly montty null ptojtotly,
lh) Implomenl ihe system ol pdotlitos and levels ol sotvlco naiatrllshad by Dm Bootd.
(t) Tho Cnunly EkociiIIvo Ulllcor stiiih havp such othet povtcts and shell 

peitotm such cihor duiias as ate consistent with this Cliatiot as pttsaedbsd by Ihu Hnurd,
Son liOI. Iteaui Mcolloos and DoRiomllmis, Tito County Exoculivo OHlcor 

muy otlond nity m’cchnfl ol tli» Boatd ol Supoivtiois, extajjil Mtal ailondanco 
at n moollng at whlcii ihe County Ekocuilvo Oihcoi's evoto.iiwt ot removal 
la oonsldorcd shall ho ol Iho Bootd's riacrollon Tho Counly Execulive Officer 
may pmllclpalo Iq tSscutilont ol lha Uoatt! bul may pol tiutko muliona 01

sold re­

de loivlclcs

von
Soc, 605. Coopomltoj will) Cmmly lixocullyo Olllcoi Fk oltrcilvo ofllcots 

ol ihe Counly mui aFoTlfcoia oppokilml by (fie iimmi ol Supnrvisuis shall 
poopcinto wflh the Counly Exeogiivo Olficor,

Soc. 600, Cnmniiinlciiljqii ytllli Etnpluyoos, A Supotvisoi Stiall communlcalc 
recominentlalltais or tnsiuuitions io olllnoiVand iiin|XayoqK uutfei Iho County 
Exucullve OffR'W'r. stipeivlslon onty lliiough him This sncliotl doos not bmll 
n Supoivisut's ilglit to obtain Inlormniloa 

Soe. 60V. County Counsel. Tho Counly Counsel shell (to appointed by the 
Boatd of Supeivtsws and seivp at its ploasuto. Unless Ids tluhoi ato ollwt- 
twso piosetlbod ot modified by an otdkmnco ol the Boaid, lie shall havn on 
IliP powors fltui ilullon uf p Cnunly Counsel now 01 heteoltet Ml lotlh In Ihe general fsws.

it'.1.

ARTICLE VI 
OENETIAL

See. 601. Chariot llovttiw. Tliii Bimul of Sgporvlsots ihat convene a 
Charlct tc/ew comndiioo vdlliln twn (?) yoatx ol Dm nlloallvo dale 0! lids 
Chattel and within live (5| yoats ot Iho I,is! Chsrlot toviow Ihotealtcr. Tho 
commillco shall roviuw Iho Clmier nnd, aftot al least two [2| public hom-

(CDHTIRUED ON NEXT PAGE) GMKjuW(CONTIHIIAOO EN U PAGIHA PROXIMA)
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PHOPUESTA CARTA, CDNIIRUADQPROPOSED CHARTER, CONIINOEO

ARTICUU3 VI 
SENERAL

Sue (iOl. Iluvivon tlo It C.uTi El ConM|o Os Si!p4fviMrsl convoc#ti un cnmilA 0: division Os Is Cano il-inlio (1e loi dm 121 ate do la focha Os viyor Os ssla Carta p Oonlio Oo los ditto [51 ete do Is ultima isvDKn do la Cotta Outputs. El wtmiW rovlsart la Carla y, despuis al tnonos da das (21 avdlsnct*! (mtilicaJ, pmsonlatt al Conso|o sus totomondaclonis do rovisitn o 
tPiniodOa do la Carla

Sec 60?, t)ispasic«iiies_fitcaHP. satv» O11" ™ dispontia oltn cosa pot cola Catla o pat citJsnanM.la aytibacSn d« ptopicdatl. la tocaurladtn y sotno Os l:nputitles, la optodaddn 0«l ptesttpueslii del CotvJado y la atlonadtn, ctmia- Mitt ml y Itansltjfcncta 0# loodns as fajltitt (tot la lay ganttal
See. 603. Lev Genotnl Salvo quo al wmoxio da esw Catla )o (equiota de olta lonno. Ips iiFirWos lay ucnttel' o "leyes jtftltalM”, esmo M waan aqel, altntlitan la ConsliUitiitln y eilalnlos dot Eatatki da Ctitllomts.
Sac. 600. Cmillmiuciuii dp, IcyM en Vh/j, Today Ins leyes del Co"datl« en vipot to lo lcdia dt vipor tle c’sln Catio, Oontmwttn an vigor de octteice ccn sus Itrniinos. salvo pee saan conltatlas a las d.sjiosiclonos do osla Catla, o has!* qua aeon darogadns q pwtlilleaitis da acuetdo con la anloii’ 

dad ito crdii Catla o do la loy genotal
See 605. Conllmuddti an cl. Cat pa Math do asta Catla so inicineiatt do Irttma qee alcoie a la peintancncla en el caigo da plngiii! lunclonaiia olCQlde del condado que ocupo cl cotno al oniut cn vigor esla Catla, y laics Inn* cioasilol eenlinitattn oevpanda sus tospnelives e.ngos hash la oapitaettn do lei ittiniivos pata los que lueton eltoldos, salvo quo scan dopuesios iniee ea Inline p'ovlsU pot ley. Poto los eucosotes do lodos y cada i;t» do loloo lun- donate ae eltiqiiati a nombmAn convj dspune osla Catla a las otdttteinvas ptertiulqadas hajo In soioddsd de osla Catla
Sec 666 CivitfiMU.id tin til} IliJiKisHrtttwv SI (tliilliti!oi scccitn, tub- soeettn, scnleiicla, tLVJSida o I rase da tisl.i ('..itia es cetisliloiadn twi ni.il qte'et tattn inviHida « incqnsHiutloftal, lal mvatitei o IntenslilutfttmiWad no uloelHit It vatdii o eottjliluclennMnd da les teslnnlM petlos do osla Catla. So doclota enyiesanionie poi la piasvnla quo ejln Catlu y uvd,t leettiin, sub seccMa, sonlenola, ettueula y (taw mlsnu hahtla sido ptepatada y pro- pnestn, adoplada, aptobada y latiHcada intlileiBnlemfnlc del liccho de quo iinj a mi tecelaaes, sub-sotelenos, sanlencias, oIRusita* n liaws ss docla- ten InvWdss o Inconstiinclonaics.
See, W. Inlclniivn, tlulurendu'ii, OeslilttcUn y CaniNo (J( la.Coils, l ea deplores del Condado, iiet mayoila Ho voios y dt actwtdo con la ley cenatal puedon;
(a) Ejetcet los podetes de Inlclallva y lolerondum,
(b| Oestllulr a un lunclonarlo olegldo desouts do ocupar el cargo pot 6 tneses.
(c) Entnendar, revlsat o darogaf esla Catla

ItlflS, matte racormremialions lot amendmonla lo or revisions cl Ibis Chatlet (O Ihe llttStd
Sep 602, Tikbi PtmtKwtil fienetal law stiaif povein Ihe assessmenl nl ptopetiy. Ihe levy and colBtBbn ol loxoe. ihe adoption ol Ihe County budgol. end iho Dpjttnpilnlion, aceoiipiltin and nanslet ot funds unless olheiivlso p'o- vtdtd lot 'll Ih'S Chatiot ol by otditiance 
Sec 603 Conoral Low. Unless Iho eonlexl ol Ihls Chatlet olfietvnw to qptas lira letms "goiTeiat law" oi "Denoial laws" as used horoln mean lh« Consltlullon end slalulcs of the SI ale of CHHomla.
Sec COt Coiiiiniinliuii ol I .iv/j *i rilciii Al laws ol the Couniy in olfcol al ihe ollecliVo dale oTlTiis Cliatlet Mmll coiilptie In olloel nccotdlnii lo llie.V leitm unless eonltaty lo Itio pioviwps of ll»s Cftailet. ot until lajiMlad or tnodllletl |«it»ianl lu ihn iiuihoilly ol this Chattel ot Iho geiwtal law.Sec 60S Cmiltnimdwi m OI/ire fJMIJng in IWs Chatlet shad he consulted lo alfacl Ihn lenuie oTollic* ol any ol the elective olllcers el Iho couniy in olllce id Iho Unis lies Cliniiet pocs (me clfect. and such ofllceu shell corn liw to held Unit tespeellve oltieoi until Ilia ovpTnlinn of Ihn Irini lot which ihey wotq elecled. unless Sooner mmoved in Hie tnannot pvovideo by m Dul the cuccossots nl onch inul el ol such u I liens sin! I he elecled or appointed as In lie's Chailot piovhJod of as shad ba ptovidad putsuanl lo et- dinancos enacted untlei Hie aulhoilty ol litis Chattel.

Sec, OOR. Sevcinliiaiy of PuivSsinps,
II any sceTion tuffitoTlon, sbnioneo, elousu oi iiiiiion nl ihis Chwhn K lor any teem hold lo bo invalid oi imcemiliuiionsi. such mvaVdiiy ot un* censlilullonillly shall mil allocl llm vaWly o' consllluHonnMy ol Iho teniaev Jng poillons of this Chailot. II hamg hereby nvptessly iltidntetl Ihat Ifils Chatlet. nntl each secilon. sob-MCllan. sentence, clause and phrase ineteol would havn luen pnipaicil ami jiiopusctf. adopIHl. nppitivtii) and laillled mo- sptcirvc el Ihe lad thnl any one w nwe oihtt soeltetis. siili-sisnlimis, r.tm Iuikos. clauses w pruaecs ho tlodnietl InvnVd ot unconahiullenol 
Set. 60/. liiiiuiivu, ItulotuiIlium, llncntt nut Cliiuln Cliimip Tha eleciws ol Hit County may by niaiomy vain anil (UNKunnl l<> yonei.il law: in I EKoidee the poweis ot litlilnllvu and lole/atuhitp, lb) llncail an olecloii olheor whn haa hekl ulllce for 0 monlhs,(ej Amend, revlai or tepoal Ihis Chailot

piaceh
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HPMTIflL ANALYSIS BY COUNTY COUNSEL 
OF PflOPOSEO COUNTY CHARTER fAEASUHE K.

AND OF ALTERNATIVE PROVISION MEASURES L. M, N AND D

ANALISIS IMPARCIAL POA EL ABOOAOO DEL CONOADO 
DE LA PROPUESTA CARTA DEL CONOADO, MEOIDA K 

Y DE OISPOSICIONES ALTERNATIVAS. MEOIDAS L, AA, N y 0
AilliUt II, Sttboo 3 of Itw CiHlornia Stale Comlllullon provides that a 

cntmly may dial! n chiiftot, v/Mch fs. In olfoct, a total county consllltiilijn, 
fKCOpi loi mnlliTf Which flio icoultitod Ay llio Fidmnl or Slnlu Conslilulton. 
Iho MWlly cha/ior roplacos general ttalo law aod l» conltollnj Whortsvor 
Hie'# is a conUct bolwoon genetol stale law and tho charter.

Alllioogli Hi# pt(i|iosotl rharlm does nol changa some aions cl mir coiinly 
Bovoromenl sliucturo, It doss make (ome uia|cr changes la ottior areas al 
our cetmly sliucturo.

ll:o proposcil cb.Klut would chango !M monner In wliicli a tepl 
luparv^er is selected in tho omul ol a vacancy on the Hoard. Tl 
ginerel law says that tho (opiacemcnt wl( ha chosen by the governor wlih 
no spaeilic courtly or district residency rettuiromonli The progoccd duller 
would tequfro lhat the vacancy bo Mott by a unanimous vole ol lha mmnirv 
Ioq memters ol Hie Bostd ot Supervisors, It a ummlnious vole cannot be 
obtained, lha vacancy would Ibcn ba Wed by lha governor However, any 
parson ebeson by tho govnrnor would havo In hava boon n lOStdnnt ol the 
supetvtsorlBl dlsirld At which the vactrncy airlsls lot at host thlity days prior 
lo his ngpttlnlmtml,

In the proposed chorlot cotlaln lunclioiii whch are now ojilional with tho 
Dtutd ol Supetvhots would bo mandatory. Such counly olllces ns CWnl 
Finculivc Olllcer end County Counsel whkli ore now discretionary, arc 
mandated In lha proposed clunlor

Section SOS ol |he proposed charter proh Alls any counly supervisor tioni 
cwnmnnienllno racommsirntntiorra or InsIruoHons diroolly lo olllcori 01 
employoos ol the counly. Such rocommandaHnns nr Inrslrucllons wnuM bo 
rcnulred lo be msdo only Ihrough Ihe Chkrl Executive Dlllcer. for cxsntplo, II 
n counly supervisor woru to rccelvo ft cornpiftlnl Itein n clliroft concornirg a 
bultolng lnsp#cllori problom, llio proposed ctiuior would not allow Ibn supeivi- 
sor lo spesk dlreclly wltn counly Wdlng doparimcnl crnployoee, bul 
rnlhoi would only rrtlow ll-e supervisor lo tojnrit Hm problem lo llio Counly 
Exoeuthra Ollicer. who, in lurn, could Ibon btlng II up wilh Iho briilrlerg do- 
iwrlment.

Tire propusod clivrtcr mensura also has lour DHornMIva proviskms lo be 
volcd on nepnroloiy. Tho bsslc drartnr lining volod on snys Dial BiHitily 
Supervisors, SbetlH Cotofler. Olslikrl Allornoy, Asimsw, SupeiimorvJcn! ol 
Schools, AurAlor-Conirollei, Counly Cloik-floeordof, and Ttoosuror-TftX Coliec- 
lor, wfl conletua to l» nlnirtorl ns Ihoy md now.

Allemallve provision No. I, II approved, would change Iho bask; proposed 
chnrlnr lo innha Ihe Counly Supervisors eleded by counly velars at lane 
th>H Is, all Counly volora wouitl got lo volo lor oil live Snporvlspilol senls, 
However, In order lo be eloclod in a pan'cular iupflMcoil.il dfclrlcl 
rnus! bo n rosldnnt ot lhal pailloulor tilslttel,

Allemallvi provision No 2A, II nppjqvod, wuidd elmngo the bo sic proposed 
ch»rls! lo mokfl lli» Counly Clerk-Hocoidsr in apporiled olllco rnlhor Ihan 
an aleolcd two. Tho oppolmnienl would be motto by Iho Counly Chlol fxocu- 
live Oltlcor.

AllerooHvfl provlslor) No. 20. It approved, woukl cliBngn tho baste proposed 
chuitw lo make Iho Auditor-Controller on appointed olllcfl rather ihan in 
Okrcioil one Ilto tippolnlrmwl would ho rrmlo by Iho Counly Chlol (xoculive

Allcrnsllve provision Nfl, 2C, II approved, would change Iho basic ivopocsd 
ctiailor to mnko Iho Troosuror-Tnx CoJccior m appolnied olllco roiher ihan 
“h chclcd one, tho appolnhnanl would l» mado by llio Counly CM'ul Execu-

It llio ptoposed chtulor Is approved by lha volers. II con lolar be amended 
or repealed by a ma|orily ot olactois volhg al u general nr special elocilon

(a .Saccldn 3 dal Aillculo II da la ConstllualAn dal Eslsdo do CalHorpla 
rjipo ic quo un ccndado puede pioyedar uno carta, quo as on real did una 
cnnsltlueldn toeril del condnrtii fxceplo pure n ninlrw togubdrrs pot Ins 
Consllluolonos Federal o del Eelodo, la carta dol condndo subsllluye a la ley 
general del Estado y comrols Ins posibles conltelos enlro la toy general 
ealetal y la carla.

Aunque le carta propuBsla no cambta algunas Arons da la oalrudura de 
BCblomo do nuoeho catidadfl, orosenlo olgunos onwbloo imporlonloa ctl olras 
Aroas da la osltucluta do nuoslro condado.

La carta propirosla camblfttla la loitno do substdiilr a un supoivieor on el 
case tie tine vncnnlo on el Consojo. La Icy general esiatal dice quo la substl- 
lircltn lo haiA ol gobotnrtdoi »ln regulsilo csoedlico da tosldonoln en el 
condptlo a tllslrlro. In carla pfopunclj mnlriila quo lo vacoplo so cubnora 
pot el volo unAnlme do los roslanles pdcmbios del Conse|o do SupeMsorcs 
Sj no puedo oblenarsB un volo vnAnlnw, la vaoanhi sn nrlirfrln par el unber- 
nedor. Sin embnigo. In peiscmi slegldn por ol gohomador tendril qua lenor 
resltfencia on al cllslrlto do luptuvtildn on quo exisle In vaconle pot Irehila 
3as, al menos, anlos (to su nambtomtonlo.

Fn la rartn prcpuosla. dartas luneknas, qua nhora son opcionnlas, dol 
Coneojo de Suporvlspma, scrlon obtgeloriae Us cargos del coftdetto lelns 
coma Funckmorto Jelo ElecuHvo y Abogado del Condedo, quo ahnro son 
rtsorocionolos. son obUgnlorlos en In carla prnpueslj.

La Socclin S06 lie la carta ptnptrtsla pinhlbe a los supaivisores del 
conctado hocer rocomcndnctonci o dor toitrucclonei tfroclBtrtcnlo o luntion- 
atlos o amplondos dol condado. Talos rooomordnolnnas n instruccionea land- 
rlan qua hacerse solamonte a travAs del Kunclonar'c Jolo E|ceu!hro, Por 
ofsmplo, si un suporvlsoi dol condedo me Mem una quota de un ciudodano 
sivbrc un problerna ite Inepoccidn do odilicio. la carla proptinsla no porm.lirla 
al eupoMsor boblar dlroclarnento ccn emploatios del deparlamento dc tdlll 
cecidn del condado, sine quo tondrla qua Inlormar (obre cl problama ul 
Funckmario Fjccullvo del Condado, qirion (evailft ol probtema al dapnrlnmgnlo 
do ecillcaddn.

La carla propuasla Hone InnilPAn cualro Ulipoildones oltemaHvns para 
vtilarso sobro ellao saparadrimenle La csila sobia la quo so va a volar itca 
quo toe Supervlsores dol Condado, el ShAtlll-PoequiSldor, ol Aboqado tte Dbt- 
HHo, el Tosador. el Superinlcndenle do Escuobs, cl Audttor-lnieivonlo', el 
Secretoilo Arehlvern y cl Tesororo Rocoudtulor rln Impucslos conllnuarAn 
sltndo olcgldos comp hasla ahura.

Lo dlsposlcldn ollernallvo Ne. I. si so opiuobi. camblarla la, carlo bSslee 
propueslo pern haccr rjun tos Suporvlsnres dal Curnlnrto a» rigltiurn por Indns 
tos votentes del Gonitado, Esto as, cuo lodos los yolantos del Condado vols- 
ilen por todoa los cinco Supervlserel. Sin embargo, para ear e'agldc para un 
dhlrllo do supcrv'tsljri en pmlleuler una puisouu dabe sor reoklentu de oio 
dlslrll!) tuirliculiu.

La disposlddn aitornollvo No. 2A, si so apruebo. comblarlo la carto bAalea 
piopuostn para hocer quo el Seciotnrla-ArehlviKo del Condado oca un cargu 
oe rionibramlonto on vee du ctirccldn. El nombrsme'ente oo harts per el 
Ftmctonorlo Jele Elocullvo del Condado,

Lo disposlddn oltemotlve No, 2B, si» spruebo, camblmln la cartfl bAstce 
prupueolD pars htreer quo el Airddor-lnlerveftlor dol Cnridndti see un cargo do 
ikimbtsmlonlo nn vox da olecclOn El nombrsmlonlo so harts por el Funclon- 
orlo Jelo ElecuHvo del Condado

Lo dlapodcldn allomallva No, 2C, el so oprueba, cambloilo lu carta basica 
piopuosta para hacor quo #1 Tosotero.lleciirdedcu de impuetloi del Condade 
sea un cargo dn nombromlento en voz de oleccldn, El nombramlento so Mila 
por el Fundotwrlo Jolo Elocullvo del Condado.

Si la carta iiropunetn so nprueba por los votantes. pirudo enrnandarse o 
derogarse desptiA* Wr bh« moyorto do loo electores quo voien en una elec- 
s.ldn general o espoclol,

ircoinwi! 
he Oleri

a person

i-
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t

AR6UMENT0 EN FAVOR OE LA MEDIDA KARBUMENF IN FAVOR OF MEASURE K

Un volo en favor do la Carta cMDUtiata 09 un volo on favor it la forma 
raprtsonlallva rlo ijiiakrnii anufiionitfi par Ini lundadoiol tf« nuosfra nacltiv 
A Irnvds dnl contiol focal da unn carta (conilllucUn dnl wndaifot. of puoWa 
id3sumo Jos podcrts quo nfiora esljn en fa LotMlalma dtl tolato Uru m 
lioplado, urn corla as un proQromn vivo tie oohlcrno. QUO pcrmite mejons 
lirlinas on Ip OAlmclura V funnln del noMowo dc nuoslro cordado.

Ooin !i condlclin a dual da Uy Oencrtil. la ojlruduin do jabremo del 
Condado do Plocar ec daloimho por la Loaljiofuro dal E»lada y oolnmcnla 
asa cuarw Quarts hacoi tsmblas o enrrfaridas. Un Candida ewi rarto [vjsiJs 
adopfar In anlmclurti ds (joVemo quo mSs li convisnc a sus nocoikladss 
Inrlivltfuoles y los cambloj n anminntfnj puodon Itaccrsi: par las valanltj del 
condodo

En novfembie do 137$, loi volants! del Ccndado ds P'scsr vdlaton on 
favor do li fotmaclin o'c unn CuintslOn do la Carlo, pars pioparar y somotcr 
« la aprobscISn do ios volinloi unn Conn del Condo do Pespuds do nuovo 
[16999 do Inlinjo psiudio, m63 numerosai raunlonsj pubVcnj, la Cotnlsiin M uomplntado tu Irabajn y somaln la Carlo propuooia a la consirlnioelin da fcs 
volantea

La ptopuosla carlo os tijjlcamcnta sfniplo y no Incluye sunfto camlAjs 
an la nctunl ortionlonriAn itel (loblcmo del CandnrVi do Plami, awcpln cl 
cvialrlttlrpinnlo dnl p.ioslo da Punclononn l.ioculiva del Condodo, can oKp.v 
cloais, iosponjnbWsdcs y autoild.nl dotMifas file putsio 0*1(116 en ti 
pasiitla |in» utdoiwocri, can »!iK||liceno) y Atiloridmt no Inn dninmcnlu dnllnl- 
daa coma on ecu ennu La carle mentiona lik puoplot aelnntrronra deyiiiiK 
V noriib'edoJ. Mantertomla to tuilcldn domociillco, Ios otrnblos proiaiesIM 
ijm summon oriindm iSleionclBi do opWQn jo lion seimindo cn msefdas 
aEpoclaraa para docisdn do Ios volumes sntiro cu Induddn o radiaro

Ei Cprtdatlp do Plncot ts ymmls pcopidficpuienic poio peqiieno on niiraeio 
Tlano c.vuclvics, cucoido y esllln dc vldn iWcoj y no doao eslw ba]o el 
irtsmo H(» do utpauijacHn quo lot cumfniids ijrnprlirt, La rrailn praimasln 
puedo iiwaisa ai dla cor «| volo did pueblo.

Pedlttws un vote '‘151" en favor da la Carta del Crmdnda da Placer,

COMISION OE LA CARTA DEL CONOA- 
DO DE PLACER 
ffArthur H, Cox, Presidenle

A vala lor Iha propesod Charter li a vole lor rop-'etenfallva lorm el novernment onvIsOnod by wr nallrin'!i found Op lalhnis. Ihioujb Hid homo 
rule of o charter (counly coiulilulion) tha paople 'cMSumo pwrn now hold 
by Iha Stale LoqIsIjIuk Onto adapted, n chnrtirr becomes a livirrp Itiutprlnl 
lor Qovernniool. allovyloj lulu/o Impiovomenls In shuclura and luncllon of 
our county government

Under proscnl Generol l eft slalus, I'tncor Counly governmenl shuetme Is 
dolermlnad by Iha Slale l.cgtslitutn and changes or amandmenls can to 
mida only by that bray, A rhailar counly can adopt a ijnveininfl slnlcture 
best suited to lls Ind'iwhial ncid), and changes or amimlmenls can be made 
by ihe county voian

fn PJevenibar 1373, vole is of Placer Counly valid for lormallon of a 
Charter Commission, lo preparo and submit lor volar approval, a Counly 
Charter. Aflo/ nbw monlhi of Intents study, plus numerous public nice Unas, 
lire Commission lias complnled Its lasfr nrwl sub mils iho |im(>vi,u) Chailor for 
volar consMoralloA

fho proposad eliarfai is barjenay slmpta In Ihnl II DoeinT InoluiK nw|w 
diinties in Iho piesent orgaoirnllon ol Plaear Counly jovwnmnnt oxcopl Ilia 
Mlnblhhrmnl ol Iho Counly Exoculfya Ofllcor iioiHImi. wllh defined duties, 
rosiwnsiltiilllas ami aulliorily. Ilnj poslHon lios existed In Hie oosl by onJrt- 
ance y/ilh dnlles and aulhorlly nol cfaarty ilalmod na Pi Ilex dinilm fles 
Cheilor will uonllnuo (uesonlly efected and eppolnlcd posHlons. In kaeplng 
Willi ilit/mcrnlrc linilillon, |»epM8i) chnnyes ovoking strong apln'ens liavo 
baon Isoibicd as sopainlc maasuros lor vnieis iiariuen ns lo junPision oi 
foMloii. --------PScai Counly la geographically largo Isul numerically small. II has H's uni­
que nujllly, Chaim, and life stylo, and should nol be roslrtdeil lo Inn some 
orpaul/olian ss laigor rounlies. The propoaerf chmier can ba undalad by volo of Iho peoplb.

We urge a ’,Y£SK vole far a Placw Counly Charter.

PLACER COUNTY CHARTER COMMISSION 
s/Arthur H. Cox, Chairman

NO REBUTTAL TO THIS ARBUMENT 
WAS SUBMITTED

NR SE PRESENT!) REFUTABION 
A ESTE ARBUMENTO

ARGUMENT ABAINST MEASURE K ARGUMENTO CONTRA LA MEOIDA K
lliln Chnilai, as wriiten, picaonls natlditu far iho pcupla dial is nol nor- 

fnltsablo undoi general law. oven Ilia dolnUert pppolutinonl ol« Counly Exa- 
culivo, oxcrgii Ihal it opens Iho door lo tako myay Iha ilglils of llin iieojAi 
to elocl iirnio effirlais who shad-joivo us. ilia puhto.

Sfolo laws shall all] govain Iha conduct ol Iho Counly.
This Charter doss. Iiov/ovor, tako away Iho rights nt Hie eleclorl Bnaid ol 

SupaivfKirs fa appoint public olliclais, onoiher loss of coniiol by the elacilvo 
process Paragraph |h] of Soc. 603. Arbcic V pNa lo Hie Counly Cxeeuiive 
all oppolnllva and rainovitf powms,

I uigu all voiers lo volo NO on lids Chartoi and pioioct our nohls m 
oxp/csslng, lluough Iho voting process, who shell bo our nub'fc olfidals

Esin Carla sogtin wU eserlln, un piniorila nadi al purtdn tpie mi lo par- 
mda la loy genoiol. Incluso el ntimbromhmlo delollado do un r|aeullvo dal 
Condaiiu, uxcapio quit able la puerin pain qiillar las dcrcilic-t dtl pueblo a 
olaglr a fas funelonarrea qua nos saiirtrAn 

Los leyes dal Catado seguirSn gobarnando la dlraedin del Condodo.
Eslu Cnrlo, oln cmbnigo. oLmina Ios drrechos del altgido Ceri!b|o do 

Suporvlaoras a iwmliuu Ios luncloniutas uuWcus, ulia lUridil.i do cotdio) del 
proceso oloclb/o. PSiralo (h) de la Soc, 503, Anfcuio V, quo dA al E|ocul vo 
del Connado las noderoi db nomluamfonlo y deiinucWn.

Pkio a lodrw ins volenlns nuc volcn NO sobre esio Carta y proieian mra» 
fro dototho do nxpiasaf, por el pfocedWimlo de volo, rp^anes satAn nuts- 
Km luncionailoj mlWlcosa/MBUrlna I, Dobbas 

Rollrod-Pfaoor County 
Clerfrffloconlar l/Meurlna I, Dobbas 

SacralerlalArchlvora Pellrada 
del Condado da Placer

e:' :Qy
At K-B
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REBUTML ID ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE K REFUTACION AL ARGUMENTO EN CONTRA DE LA MEDIOA K
El eiftmnonln cmilra la corla pioiwosU lepiosetilo Is nclllud ilo In* nut no 

qulofcn i|in Its votnnlts lonisn itntijioiic! tolKQ comn dobs set liijnnlMdo 
s! (lob'oifo do I Conduti, :iifm siinpItriKinIri rjLMNfi Mfita<*( y poirnllli qtls «l 
Eslado contlnus su eortlfnl baja la lay jnn'fral

La carta pcmillltA al gublarno local y a lot cluMano) del Condadn una 
Mila do posibl Kidos do 'eshuetursclJn do la otgorltocldn dal poblorno. La 
carta ostablaca ol cargo do lunclorwlo Ejucutlvo dal Condado, El Coneojc do 
SirpoivlectOJ debc ncmbrsr a una peitona yard esa cnqio y .ill logmi ini 
enfoqus (irolBslonal do los asuntoj Dilmln'islraliyoa dal Ccndadc. El Como)o 
do Suaarvisoics dobo li|ar hi uoNIkn del Condado. poro In diroccICn sdinlnls- 
Irnilvn okitla In llmni ur) Funclonsrlt) E|aetitlyo del Condadc, oipeclalmente 
onlronado par erluaddn y wptriencl# pom dor una diraccWn ad'nlii'.trolrm 
o ins saunlcs del Dcndado. Los rnlembros del Conso|o do Sirpeivlsores ni 
llencn erilranamiento, nl asiAn cabticados. nl llonod liempo para los aaunlcs 
adrnlalslntlvoj, let Brandos Juradcs do I8T8.T9 y 79-80 pldlalon ol Consojo 
do Sopervlsoros cue so eslablcdcM un slstoma da ailm’nIsliacUii E|»cdlvt> 
del Cnrvilido.

El sigurnento contra la Carls dlco quo la Carts dlmlna ol deroctio del 
Console do Supervlaoroa do nombrar lunclcnoilos publicos. El arguaianlo cits 
la SocclOn 503 (h) del Arllcnto V, para do|a tin nlinr ha palabrai eaendaloi, 
"Sij]oio a la Coalirmaclin per ei Conjoin do ScikioIhim", La piopmsla 
corto do|o clsrsinealo ol oomrol llnal do con oonllmtor los nonibramlcnlos al 
Consolo dc Eupoivlsoros.

Lb Com!j'On do la Carla plda su voto SI sebro la PIIOPOSICIOH K, la 
Propuealn Carla del Condado.

Tiro nipumonl npninsl ilia laopoainl clmrlor roprcscnls Ilia alllluilii ol 
I bow who don'l wivil tbo voleis to mabo dooistoni as lo how our County 
rtnvninmonl jhail bo orponlioi bui oini|ity want to alt bock oral a(ow iho 

ila lo continue Slolo (lovoirworil nonlrol urvtor ponoraJ lew.
Iho charier will allow local ooveinmen! and County cllitenj * ranee of 

clwleoa In Jlmclurlnq povjrnntenl O'tianltoilon Iho chortor ojteblldics Iho 
(Kisllloa ol Counly Esoculfvt olllcci, Iho Board nl Supervisors must nppnfnl 
n norsen lo (hot poslllon, and thus provide a ptolcjitomii approach to County 
Administrative olfab. Tho Board ol Supcrvtjou should sol poky lor llio 
County, bill dolly admlnlslralivo mnnaoemonl should bo headed by a County 
CkpcuiIvo oificor. spedo'fy trained by educnlion and experience to piovlde 
odinlnti Ira live ofrcctlon ovei County offers Montbors ol Hib Board ot Super- 
visors ere null ha r, Iratnod, Quidllltd, at havn llrno to handlo arimlnlslralhra 
duties. Tho I978 f9 and 79-!0 Grand Judos nrfled tho Oosrd ol Supcrvitora 
to ostabllsh Iho Counly Exocullvo syatom of mtmlnislrellon,

Tlw Uallol aruumonl apamst iho Charier soys Ihn Charier lakos away Iho 
light ol Iho Board oi Supervisors to appoint cuttle otllcialj. The mpurntnl 
qualos Arllclo V, Socllon 603 (b), but conveniently loaves out Hie koy words, 
"Subloel lo Cr-riHrmallon by iho Board ol Suporvistirs". Iho proposed charlor 
ctoariy [oavns llio llnal conlrol ot conlhminq appolnltpents lo ths Board of 
Suporvlsow,

The ChorlBr Commission urges your YES vote on PHOPOSITIDN K, the 
Promised Homo Bute County Charter,

Placer Counly Charter Commission 
s/Arthur H, Cox, Chairman

Comlsldn da la Certa del 
Condado do Planar 

1/Arthur H. Cox, Presldente

PROPOSED COUNTY CHARTER 
ALTERNATIVE PROVISION, MEASURE L

PRDPUESTA DISPOSICIDN ALTERHATIVA DE LA 
CARTA DEL CONDADO, MEDIDA L

Altomatlvo Proposition 
No. 1

That Sac, 203 ol the Charier shall road as toBows:
Soc. 203. Supervisors, Election at Urge, Dlstrtot Residency noaujrod. 

Each membor ol iho Doord of Siipoivlsors sfiall bfl"i roslitenl of ono of llio 
live 16) supervisorial dlstrlnla Ein;ti tnontliof shall Imva ttoan a rosxlont ol tho 
d'sldcl ho sooks to roprosont lor at toast thirty |30) days Immodtaloly pro- 
coding Iho doadtfio lor fISng nomlrreilon pnpers for Iho olflco ol Supervisor 
and shat reside In tho dtslilcl during his Incumbency. Momlmrs ol Iho Baud 
of Supervisors shnH bs dieted by tho voters ol tho Counly ol largo.

Proposlcldn Ahernatlva
No, 1

Quo ia See. 203 do la Carta dlga lo slgulonic;
Seo. 203, SuMrylrmtos, EbcctOn on Gcnoiol, BiXpilsKo do llosidonda on ol 

nishllo. Carin'nilohrErtlolTStMoio do Siipmvlsoras sout rusidstitb Uo imo iki 
fas eliico (5) dhliHoa it SUftoivislin. Cada mlombra tialna slite tcsldenlo dal 
dlililto quo trata do joprownUir per, ol monos, halnls (30) (Has Inmodlata- 
monfo antorloras al Jmllo del n'tuo do prosonlncldn do los documonlM do 
nomlnaclAn psra ol cargo do Supervisor y roilM on el dlsltlla tltimnlo la 
ocupacUn del cargo, Los mlcmbres tfol Consojo de Guporvlsoras serdn dogl- 
dos par Ids volcnlos dol Condado on gonoroL

O'l'U'G'Si
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TYPE OF ELECTION

DATE OF ELECTION

UorJ.

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

CANDIDATES

OUTCOME (STVCJ
COUNTY

pnai'oseo county CHARitnROOPtlON MErtSUnt K

A3t^1 

A O' °^/
ih v<//

Mus- 
ji, ^

1,^7
31,

U SI|»II Ihe ornpoMd shiiltr »f the Cminly l\ of l’l«c*r oe udopltd?

RWSJftl C.fliliTlY CliAIlktfi ALTEHNATIVE PROVISION, MEASURE l.Sliull Hr iilnii'ixtti «IK iril iir |;r 11 iMIr.'4 _ ht t rf S.pf^ilrifv nl —I Uryt, but ibquIrlnR icilil.nui In ibi tfl»------—-u Hid Ih) (itiiildoi* hill ttprtienr, be mq + itdiiinai;

YES

PROPOSES COUNTY CHARTER ALTERNATIVE PROVISION, MEASURE M
SMI the prepnitd alltindlx prutldlnt; yce ft>( lIn' ippntntmnl. r«l!i*r (lt«n (lit tlw tltm of the CnuMy (lork-Htcufdiri hr ■dupifdr

ITEASURE (S) M Hoj^Text: ■prtfi^osi'n c6l)nty chart^rHALTERNATIVE PROVISION, MEASURE N
Shall tlte tuoputid alleinatlTe puiilkllng ype 4- It fur ibf ppiinlttimdll, Mb<r than Riu t-lec- TS tlnn nl the Cmitty Audllor»Ct>nltttlk*t, bp albipItllT 'NO

PltOPOSCO COUNTY CIIAHTCH ALTERNATIVE PROVISION. MEASURE 0
Hh«[t Hie nlli?riii>H»e yce +A for Ihr appoftlhitcnt. rnihcf «h»rt iht* cfe<^ 16 U uf Hip <’ouNtj* TrwMicrr'Tox Collec- lor, bt idopittll NO ^

OUTCOME (STVC)
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE

2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF FRESNO

I am employed in the County of Fresno, State of California. I am over the age of 18 and 

not a party to the within action; my business address is: 5250 North Palm Ave, Suite 310, 

Fresno, California 93704.

3

4

5

On February 2,2022,1 served the foregoing document(s) described as DECLARATION 

OF RYAN RONCO IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE in the manner

6

7

checked below on all interested parties in this action addressed as follows:8

9 Mr. David E. Mastagni 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
1912 I Street
Sacramento, California 95811 
email: davidm@mastagni.com 
tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni .com

(BY U.S. MAIL) I am '‘readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 
processing correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at Fresno, 
California, in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit.

Executed on February 2,2022, at Fresno, California.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct.

10

11

12c o o <

III!
O (U w

< 133 ^ — (O
J f •=

0
13

14

u ” o §
.S t" 2 8 
J I S £

15

16
< S

17

18

19

Constance Dewey20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

1
Proof of Service
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 2  
 Notice of Non-Stipulation To Have County’s Demurrer and Motion to Strike Heard By Commissioner  
9957187.1 PL060-030  

L
ie

b
er

t 
C

as
si

dy
 W

h
it

m
o

re
 

A
 P

ro
fe

ss
io

n
al

 L
aw

 C
o

rp
o

ra
ti

on
 

4
00

 C
ap

it
o

l 
M

al
l,

 S
u

it
e 

12
60

 

S
ac

ra
m

en
to

, 
C

A
 9

58
14

 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF PLACER 

I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California.  I am over the age of 18 

and not a party to the within action; my business address is:  400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1260, 

Sacramento, CA 95814. 

On February 11, 2022, I served the foregoing document(s) described as NOTICE OF 

NON-STIPULATION TO HAVE COUNTY’S DEMURRER AND MOTION TO STRIKE 

HEARD BY COMMISSIONER in the manner checked below on all interested parties in this 

action addressed as follows: 
 
Mr. David Mastagni 
Ms. Taylor Davies-Mahaffey 
Mastagni Holstedt, A.P.C. 
1912 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
email: davidm@mastagni.com 
 tdavies-mahaffey@mastagni.com 

 

 
 (BY U.S. MAIL)  I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of collection and 

processing correspondence for mailing.  Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid at 
Sacramento, California, in the ordinary course of business.  I am aware that on motion 
of the party served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage 
meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit. 

Executed on February 11, 2022, at Sacramento, California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 
/s/ Lauren Sossaman 

Lauren Sossaman 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In our democracy, the California Constitution protects the electorates' initiative powers. In 

three elections over the last 44 years, Placer County voters have exercised their Article II, Section 

11 rights, first to enact, and then twice to retain an apolitical method of setting their deputies' base 

salary at the average of neighboring counties, while maintaining the Placer County Board of 

Supervisors' ("Board") power to set their overall compensation. On September 28, 2021, the Board 

unilaterally repealed this wage initiative known as "Measure F". The Board failed to submit the 

repeal to the voters in violation of the California Constitution and the Elections Code. The Board 

then imposed slightly higher base salaries to commence the break from Measure F. 

Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association ("DSA") and Noah Frederito (collectively 

"Petitioners") filed this action to vindicate the wi11 of the voters. 

The County's demurrer is without merit. Its gravamen conflates provisions limiting the 

electorate to referendums over supervisor compensation with those governing employee 

compensation. The motion fails to acknowledge the Supreme Court has confirmed that legislative 

decisions of a board of supervisors involving local. employee compensation decisions are 

presumptively subject to initiative and referendum. (Voters for Responsible Retirement v. Board o~ 

Supervisors (1994) 8 Ca1.4th 765, 776-777 (Voters).) The County also omits the fact that the 

California Supreme Court held in Kugler v. Yocum (1968) 69 Ca1.2d 371, 374 (Kugler) that the 

power to set muumum employee compensation "falls with the electorate's initiative power." 

Regardless of the efficacy of the original 1976 initiative, the Board has independently 

adopted and amended resolutions codifying the provisions of Measure F in County Code section 

3.12.040 (collectively referred to as "Section 3.12.040"). In 1980 it adopted a Charter providing an 

additional source of initiative powers. In 2002 and 2006, Board submitted initiatives asking the 

voters to whether to amend Section 3.12.040 to repeal the salary formula and advising that a "no" 

vote was "a vote to retain the existing ordinance." In both elections, the voters chose to retain 

Section 3.12.040. The demurrer doesn't contest the validity of these initiative elections, which 

provide independent grounds to grant the writ. 
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The three election results not only trigger the protections of Elections Code section 9125, 

but also constitutional protections of the initiative power. The people's reserved power of initiative 

must be liberally construed to prevent the Board from annulling the will of the voters by simply 

passing the repeal wluch the voters twice rejected. (See Associated Home Builders etc., Inc. v. City 

of Livermore (1976) 18 CaL3d 582, 591 ("Associated Home Builders"); see also Rubalcava v. 

Martinez (2007) 158 Ca1.App.4th 563, 573 (Rubalcava) [holding the courts may properly devise 

procedures necessary to protect these powers even in the absence of a constitutional provision 

expressly addressing such conduct].) 

The County's other arguments also lack merit. The County misapprehends the import of 

County of RiveNside v. Superior Court (2003) 30 Ca1.4th 278 (Riverside), which involved State 

mandated delegations of local control over compensation, but not whether the electorate can choose 

to delegate such authority through the initiative process. Similarly, Respondent's motion 

misconstrues the import of Voters, supra, 8 Cal.4th 765, which narrowly held that the MMBA 

preempted areferendum on alabor- contract that had been bargained and agreed upon by the parties. 

T1~e Court rejected t1~e contention that Article XI, Section 1(b) broadly restricts the initiative or 

referendum process on employee compensation decisions. Accordingly, courts have long held that 

matters within the scope of representation may be the subject matter of a voter initiative, so long as 

the MMBA meet and confer obligations are first met. (See People ex rel. Seal Beach Police Officers 

Assn. v. City of Seal Beach (1984) 36 Ca1.3d 591 (Seal Beach); Boling v. Public Employment 

Relations Board (2018) 5 Ca1.5th 898 (Boling).) 

For these reasons, the County's demurrer lacks merit and should be denied. Petitioners' 

have sufficiently stated a claim that the County violated the California Constitution, Elections Code, 

and Section 3.12.040. 

II. SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS IN FIRST AMENDED PETITION 

In 1976, the voters of Placer County passed an initiative known as Measure F. (Petition ¶ 5, 

Declaration of Ryan Ronco ISO County's RFJN ("Ronco Dec.") Exhibit C).) Measure F, which 

was codified in Section 3.12.040, fixed the salaries of sworn employees of the Placer County 
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Sheriffs' Office at the average salary for each comparable position in the sheriff's offices far 

Nevada, El Dorado, and Sacramento counties. (Ibid.) 

In 1980, the voters established the Placer County Charter, which is now codified in the', 

County Codel . (Petition ~ 7.) Charter section 302(d) provides that the "Board shall provide, by 

ordinance, for the number of assistants, deputies, clerks, and other persons to be erriployed from 

dine to time in the several offices and institutions of the county, and for their compensation." (Ibid. ) 

Section 604 provides that all laws in effect at "all laws of the county in effect at the County Code 

section effective date of this Charter shall continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary 

to the provisions of this Charter." (Petition ¶ 8.) Section 607(a) provides "[t]he electors of the 

county may be majority vote and pursuant to general law . .. [e]xercise the powers of initiative and 

referendum." (Ronco Dec., Exh. D.) Prior to 2020, the County has consistently construed Measure 

F's salary setting provisions as harmonious with the Charter's general grant of authority to the '~

Board to provide for compensation. (Petition ~ 9.) 

In 2002, both the County and DSA wanted to negotiate a base salary that deviated from the 

Measure F formula. (Petition ¶ 12.) The County's representatives informed the DSA that Measure 

F formula set the base salary. Mutually desiring to eliminate Measure F, the County agreed to place 

"Measure R" asking the voters whether to repel Measure F. (Ibis') The County informed the voters 

that "[a] `NO' vote on this measure is a vote to retain the existing ordinance." (Petition ¶¶ 12, 14, 

Exh. A.) Measure R did not pass, and as a result in 2006, the County placed Measure A on the ballot 

once again seeking to repeal Measure F. (Petition ¶¶ 12,14.) The voters rejected Measure A. 

Over the past 44 years, County has adhered to the Measure F formula and has affirmed 

Measure F multiple times through the adoption and modifications of section 3.12.040. (Petition ¶ 

19.) The parties historically incorporated the Measure F formula in their labor agreements and 

negotiated other pays and benefits so that base salary was only about half of compensation. (Petition 

¶ 17.) As recently as January 12, 2021, the Board adopted an Ordinance amending Section 

' The Placer County Charter and County Code can be accessed here: http://gcode.us/codes/placercounty 
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3.12.040 to exclude certain managers and affirming the application of Measure F to DSA members. 

(Petition ¶ 20.) 

On September 28, 2021, the Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B, which effectively amended 

Section 3.12.040 to repeal the Measure F formula. (Petition ¶ 67, Exhibit I.) On September 28, 

20201, the Board also adopted Resolution 6105-B, which increased the base salaries of deputies 

and sergeants by 1.09% and 1.41 %, respectively, above the amount set by Measure F in February 

of 2021. (Petition ¶ 66, Exh. H.) The Board adopted these Ordinances without placing the repeal 

of the voter-enacted Measure F on the ballot. (Petition ~ 70.) 

The Petition alleges that the County's actions violated the California Constitution's 

protections of the voters' initiative power and Elections Code section 9125, which dictates that "no 

ordinance proposed by initiative petition. . .shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the 

people." (Petition '~~ 76-80.) As the repeal was invalid, Petitioners also allege that the County 

violated Section 3.12.040 by imposing salaries that deviated from the Measure F formula. (Petition 

¶¶ 81-86.) The County has also failed to implement the requisite January 2022 salary adjustment. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

The sole function of a demurrer is to test the sufficiency of the complaint. (Childs v. State 

of California (1983) 144 Cal.App.3d 155, 163.) The issue before the court is whether the complaint, 

as a whole, contains sufficient facts to apprise the defendant of the basis of the claim upon which 

the plaintiff is seeking relief. (Perkins v. Superior Court (1981) 117 Ca1.App.3d 1, 6.) The 

paragraphs of a complaint should be read in context with factual allegations and not read in 

isolation. (Ibid.) Petitioners are entitled to an assumption of the truth of the properly pleaded 

material facts and the reasonable inferences that may be drawn therefrom. (Coleman v. Gulf Ins. 

Group (1986) 41 Cal.3d 782, 789, fn. 3.) The Court should also view the pleading with a liberal 

construction so as to affect substantial justice between the parties. (Addiego v. Hill (1965) 238 Cal. 

App. 2d 842, 845.) 

A demurrer must be overruled when the complaint states facts constituting a cause of action 

entitling plaintiff to any relief (CrossTalk Productions, Inc. v. Jacobson (1998) 65 Cal. App.4th 
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631, 635.) Moreover, a demurrer is not the appropriate procedure for determining the truth of 

disputed facts, nor is it the function of the court to speculate as to a plaintiff s ability to support the ~ 

allegations at trial. (C~uz v. County of Los Angeles (1985) 173 Cal.App.3d 11.31, 1134.) 

IV. ARGUMENT 

The demurrer should be denied because the complaint sufficiently alleges violations of the ~ 

California Constitution, the Elections Code, and Section 3.12.040. Our Supreme Court has 

repeatedly recognized the vital democratic function of the reserved, not granted, right of the people 

to adopt or reject local ordinances through initiative in a manner that is co-extensive with the ~~'

legislative power of the local governing body. (City of Morgan Hill v. Bushey (2018) 5 Ca1.5th 

1068, 1078-1079 (Morgan Hill.) Our highest Court has repeatedly rejected the County's core 

argument that Article XI, Section 1(b) precludes any voter initiatives involving employee 

compensation. (Kugler, supra, 69 Ca1.2d at p. 374 Voters, supra, 8 Ca1.4th at pp. 776-777.) 

Accordingly, this Court should uphold the longstanding will of the voters and grant the writ. 

A. FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

Petitioner's First Cause of Action asserts that the County violated the California 

Constitution and Elections Code 9125 by repealing Section 3.12.040 without voter approval. The 

voters' enactment of Measure F in 1976 was a proper exercise of the voters' initiative power 

guaranteed by Article II, Section 11 of the Constitution. Further, Measure F has been approved by 

the voters on three separate occasions, before and after adoption of the County Charter. 

1. Measure F Was Validly Adopted by the Voters in 1976. 

Placer County voters had the power under Article II, Section 11 of the California 

Constitution to pass Measure F in 1976. The local electorate's Constitutional right to initiative and 

referendum is generally co-extensive with the legislative power of the local governing body. 

(Morgan Hill v. Bushey (2018) 5 Ca1.5th 1068, 1078-1079.) Setting salaries is legislative, not 

administrative power of the Board. (Collins v. Czty &County of S.F. (1952} l 12 Cal.App.2d 719, 

730.) Courts presume that "absent a clear showing of the Legislature's intent to the contrary, that 

legislative decisions of a city council or board of supervisors ... are subject to initiative and 

referendum." (Voters, supra, 8 Cal.4th at p. 777.) Accordingly, "the initiative power must be 
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liberally construed to promote the democratic process." (Legislature v. Eu (1991) 54 Cal.3d 492, 

501 ("Eu").)It is the court's "solemn duty to jealously guard the precious initiative power, and to 

resolve any reasonable doubts in favor of its exercise." (Ibid.) As with statutes adopted by the 

Legislature, "all presLinlptions favor the validity of initiative measures and mere doubts as to 

validity are insufficient; such measures must be upheld unless their unconstitutionality clearly, 

positively, and unmistakably appears." (Calfarm Ins. Co. v. Deukmejian (1989) 48 Ca1.3d 805, 814 

[emphasis added].) 

The County's argument that Placer County Voters not possess initiative power over',, 

employee compensation in 1976 is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of two appellate court ',

cases: Meldrim v. Board of Supervisors (1976) 57 Ca1.App.3d 341 ("Meldrim") and Jahn v. 

Casebeer (1999)70 Ca1.App.4th 1250 ("Jahr "). Meldrim and ,Iahr are interpreting one sentence in 

Article XI, Section 1(b) which governs only Board compensation, and therefore has no bearing on 

this case. Section 1(b) states in relevant part: 

Except as provided in subdivision (b) of Section 4 of this article, each 
governing body shall prescribe by ordinance the compensation of its 
members, but the ordinance prescribing such compensation shall be 
subject to referendum. The Legislature or the governing body may 
provide for other officers whose compensation shall be prescribed by 
the governing body. The governing body shall provide for the number, 
compensation, tenure, and appointment of employees. 

In Meldrim and Jahr, the voters wanted to pass an initiative setting the compensation of 

the board of supervisors. The appellate courts interpreted the first sentence in Article XI, Section 

1(b) to mean on subjects of board of supervisors' compensation, the voters only possess the right 

to referendum, not initiative. The courts reasoned that the Legislature's inclusion of the term 

"referendum" indicated that the Legislature intended to foreclose the right to initiative as to 

supervisors' compensation. 

Supervisors' compensation was set by the Legislature until the enactment of a 1970 

Constitutional Amendment granting the governing body the power to set their own compensation, 

subject to referendum which added the first sentence in Section 1(b). (Voters, sup~~a, 8 Cal.4th at p. 

776.) "The amendment did not affect employee compensation, which had been and remained a 
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matter of local concer~i." (Ibid. [emphasis added]) The sentence addressing employee 

compensation does not contain the referendum language Meldrim is predicated upon. As our 

Supreme Court aptly stated, "In sum, article XI, section 1(b), by itself, neither guarantees nor 

restricts the right to review, by voter referendum, a board of supervisors' decisions regarding 

compensation of county employees." (Ibid.) Meldrim does not support the conclusion that a 

provision granting legislative power to the Board preempts any initiative powers reserved to the 

people under Article II, Section 11. Thus, to the extent Meldrim remains good law, it has no bearing 

on Measure P, 

The demurrer's claim that Measure F was invalid from inception is based on a fatally flawed 

interpretation of Section 1(b) as prohibiting initiative powers over employee compensation. Our 

Supreme Court unequivocally foreclosed that argument. Voters broadly supports initiative powers 

over local employee compensation, so long as the initiative process comports with the safeguards 

of the MMBA. 

"If doubts can reasonably be resolved in favor of the use of this reserve power, courts will 

preserve it. Thus, we will presume, absent a clear showing of the Legislature's intent to the contrary, 

that legislative decisions of a city council or board of supervisors—including local employee 

compensation decisions—are subject to initiative and referendum. (Voters, supra, 8 Ca1.4th at pp. 

776-777 [citations omitted, emphasis added].) 

As Justice Kennard explained in her concurrence, Section 1(b) merely enshrined the 

referendlun right regarding supervisor compensation separate from the general right of initiative 

and referendum in Article II, Section ll . (Id. at pp. 789-790.) Thus the 1970 amendment of section 

1(b) did not alter the power of local voter initiatives relating to employee compensation, rather 

those remain unchanged in Article II, Section 11. (Ibid.) 

.Lahr artfully distinguishes Voters to resuscitate Meldrim by cabining its limitation on 

initiative powers to supervisor compensation based on the Legislature's delegation of this power to 

the Board in 1970, subject to "adequate" referendum protections. (Jahn, .supra, 70 Ca1.App.4th at 

pp. 1255-1260.),Iahr distinguishes initiatives governing supervisors' compensation, holding Voters 

approval of employee compensation initiatives addressed "the ambiguity in the last sentence of 

[TIONERS' OPPOSITION TO 12 Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
PONDENT'S DEMURRER Case No.: S-CV-0047770 PA 465



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

~~ 

%I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

article XI, section 1(b)—which contains no mention of referendum or initiative powers", whereas 

the sentence "expressly refer[ing] to the referendum power . .. escapes the claim of ambiguity raised 

in Voters." (Id. at p. 1257.) As such, Meldrim and Jahr provide no authority for the claim that the 

second sentence of section 1(b) prohibits Measure F. Rather, employee compensation has long been 

a legislative power coextensive with the voters' initiative power guaranteed by Article II, Section 

11. 

further, in Kugler, supra, 69 Cal.2d at p. 374, the Supreme Court held "the salaries of city I,

firemen, fall[] within the electorate's initiative power." Kugler involved a proposed initiative, which ''

provided that the salaries of firefighters could not be less than the average of the salaries received 

by firefighters in the City and County of Los Angeles. In upholding the constitutionality of the 

initiative, the Court noted the charter provided the city council the power to set employees' salaries, 

and the electorate the "right to adopt any ordinance which the council might enact." The Supreme 

Court held that "[t]he trial court correctly concluded that the subject matter of the proposed 

ordinance, that is the salaries of city firemen, falls within the electorate's initiative power." (Ibid.) 

The charter initiative powers mirror the Article II, Section 2, which are also co-extensive with the 

powers granted to local charters are co-extensive with the powers granted under the Constitution. 

Similarly, in Spencer v. City ofAlhambra (1941) 44 CaLApp.2d 75 (Spencer), the Court of Appeal 

for the Second District upheld a voter initiative that established the minimum salaries for police 

officers. The court reasoned that the city charter "reserved to the electors the broadest possible 

powers in the matter of initiative legislation" including the power to fix employee wages. (Id. at p. 

80.) 

The County may reply that Kugler and Spencer deal with initiatives setting minimum 

salaNies, and thus to not apply to Measure F which provides both a floor and a ceiling for deputies' 

salaries. However, Measure F only sets base "salary" for deputies. Under Measure F, the County 

still retains Liltimate discretion to set "compensation" as specified in the Charter. Compensation is 

a broader term than salary. In general, salary is the fixed amount of money the employer pays the 

2 The County's position regarding whether Measure F sets both a floor and ceiling or just a minimum floor has been 
inconsistent. (See Petition ~[~l 10-14, 38-41.) 
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employee over the course of a year in exchange for work performed, and "is a more specific form 

of compensation." (Negri v. Koning &Associates (2013) 216 Cal.App.4ih 392, 397.) Placer County 

deputies' base salary is only about half of their compensation. (Petition ¶ 17.) The Board retains 

and has historically exercised its ability to negotiate a higher total compensation package while 

adhering to Measure F. (Petition ¶~21-52, 58-63, 64-66, Exh E.) 

Further, Measure F must be "liberally construed" and all presumptions must be drawn in ~ 

favor of its validity. (Eu, supra, 54 Ca1.3d at p. 501.) .The County has previously interpreted 

Measure F as setting a floor for salary. (Petition ¶¶ 38-39, Exhibit E.) Thus, if the Court concludes 

Measure F improperly fixes salary, it should interpret Measure F as setting a minimum for deputies' 

salary. There is no doubt that the electorate has the power to pass an initiative setting a minimum 

salary for deputies in Placer County. 

2. The Placer County Charter Provides an Additional Source of Initiative 

Power for the 2002 and 2006 Votes to Affirm and Retain Measure F. 

The enactment of the Charter in 1980 did not void Measure P, as it remains compatible with 

the Board's power to set compensation. Measure F merely establishes a base salary floor which 

represents about half of deputies' total compensation set by the Board. (Petition ¶ 17.) The 1980 

Board correctly deemed Measure F as compatible with the Board's power to provide compensation. 

The Board's determination 42 years ago is presumed to have been regularly performed. (See Evid. 

Code § 664; see also Walker v. Los Angeles Cnty. (1961) 55 Cal. 2d 626, 636.) The Board's 

determination of compatibility was confirmed by the County CEO's editorial pronouncing Measure 

F's validity in 2003. (Petition ¶ 13, Exh. B.) Ironically, the enactment of the Charter bolstered the 

initiative powers of the Placer County by enacting Charter Section 607. Thus, any alleged defects 

regard the 1976 enactment were cured by the 2002 and 2006 initiative elections to retain it. 

Because Section 3.12.040 has been incorporated into labor agreement, it was adopted by the 

Board, the ordinance was valid in 2002, even if the 1976 vote was deficient. The County has 

affirmed Measure F multiple times through the adoption of and modifications to Section 3.12.040.3

3 For example, it was affirmed in a Resolution rei~umberin~ the ordinance, in ordinances adopting Petitioners' labor 
agreements which contained the formula, and amended to include new management positions that did not exist in 
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rI'hus, at the very least Section 3.12.040 was validity enacted through Board of Supervisors 

resolutions pursuant to the Board's authority to set compensation under Section 302. The voters 

affirmed Section 3.12.040 twice after the enactment of the Charter. In 2002, both the County and 

DSA wanted to negotiate a base salary that deviated from the Measure F formula. The County 

agreed to place "Measure R" on the ballot seeking to repeal Measure F. (Petition ~ 12, Exh. A,) 

Measure R asked the voters, "Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.12.040 (also known 

as Measure F) be amended to remove that section in its entirety, thereby repealing that provisions 

which requires Placer County Sheriff Deputy salaries to be set by averaging the Sheriff Deputy 

salaries in Nevada County, Sacramento County, and El Dorado County?" The County's impartial I,

analysis on the ballot described a "no" vote as follows: "A "NO" vote on this Measure is a vote to 

retain the existing ordinance that sets the compensation for Placer County Sheriff s sworn personnel 

at the same rate as the average compensation level of those sworn law enforcement personnel in 

comparable positions in the counties of Nevada, Sacramento and El Dorado." (Ibid.) Because 

Measure R did not pass in 2002, the County and the DSA placed "Measure A" on the ballot again 

seeking to repeal Measure F. (Petition ¶ 14, ~xh. C.) A no vote onMeasure A was also described 

to the voters as a vote to retain Measure F. Measure A's attempt to repeal Measure F was also 

rejected by the voters. Thus, the 2002 and 2006 votes to retain Measure F are a proper exercise of 

initiative powers, which can only be repealed by a subsequent initiative. 

In sum, following its original enactment, Measure F was carried over by the Board with the 

enactment of the Charter, affirmed twice by the voters, and continuously adopted and implemented 

by the Board for over 40 years. Even if the original 1976 initiative was invalid, it has since been 

lawfully adopted by the Board and the voters. 

3. The Board Cannot Repeal Measure F Without a Vote of the Electorate. 

The County cannot thwart the will of the voters by unilaterally repealing Measure F. 

Elections Code section 9125 provides, in relevant part, "No ordinance proposed by initiative 

petition and adopted either by the board of supervisors without submission to the voters or adopted 

1976. As recently as January 12, 2021, the Board adopted an ordinance amending section 3.12.040 to exclude certain 
managers and affirming the application of Measure F to DSA members. (Petition ¶ 13, Exh. D.) 
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by the voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people." (Emphasis added.) 

Section 9125 "has its roots in the constitutional right of the electorate to initiative, ensuring that 

successful initiatives will not be undone by subsequent hostile boards of supervisors." (De Vita v. 

County of Napa (1995) 9 Ca1.4th 763, 788.) Thus courts "jealously guard" the initiative power and 

"resolve any reasonable doubts in favor of its exercise." (Eu, supra, 54 Ca1.3d at p. 501.) 

The implied and self-enacting provisions of the California Constitution protecting the ~ 

initiative and referendum process provide a separate and independent basis for requiring a vote of 

the people before repealing Section 3.1.2.040. (Rubalcava, supra, 158 Ca1.App.4th at p. 571 ["The 

courts may properly devise procedures necessary to protect the power."].) In the context of a 

referendum vote, our Supreme Court held "[s]ince its inception, the right of the people to express 

their collective will through the power of the referendum has been vigilantly protected by the courts. 

Thus, it has been held that legislative bodies cannot nullify this power by voting to enact a law 

identical to a recently rejected referendum measure." (Assembly of State of Cal. v. Deukmejian'.. 

(1982) 30 Ca1.3d 638, 678.) The protection of the referendum process should be equally applied to 

initiative powers here. Since the electorate twice voted to retain the base salary formula for DSA 

members, this court should prohibit the County from nullifying the will of the voters by repealing 

the same ordinance they voted not to repeal. 

4. The MMBA Does Not Preempt Measure F. 

The County's argument that Section 3.12.040 is preempted by Government Code section 

3505 is unreasonable and should not be given any weight. Despite the County's misrepresentation, 

Voters, supra, 8 Ca1.4th 765 is distinguishable and has no relevance here. Voters recognized a 

narrow referendum exemption involving only the adoption of an agreed upon labor contract based 

on the requirements Government Code Sections 3505.1 and 25123(e). The statutes respectively 

reserve to the governing body the right to accept or rejected a negotiated labor agreement and 

requires that implementation of such an agreement takes effect immediately. Because the adoption 

of labor agreements, once negotiated with the employee organization, is a matter of statewide 

concern, once adopted the agreement is preempted from the referendum process. (Voters, supra, 8 

Ca1.4th at 771.) In Voters, "[t]he Supreme Court was focused on whether employee compensation 
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1 was subject to referendum, not whether either determination could be accomplished through 

2 initiative." (Center for Community Action &Environmental Justice v, City of Moreno Valley (2018) 

3 26 Ca1.App.Sth 689, 702.) Measure F was a voter initiative setting a base salary, not a referendum 

4 on an MOU. 

5 Moreover, the mere fact that the subject matter of an initiative is within the scope of 

6 bargaining under the MMBA, does not automatically mean that the MMBA preempts it. The 

7 MMBA does not forbid the passage of initiatives related to wages, hours, or working conditions, it 

8 merely requires that the governing body meet and confer with the union prior to placing such 

9 uzitiatives on the ballot. (See, e.g., Boling, supra, 5 Ca1.5th 898 [MMBA required the city to meet 

10 and confer with the union prior to placing an initiative on the ballot which would have reduced 

11 employee pensions]; Seal Beach, supra, 36 Cal.3d 59 L [MMBA's requirement that the city council 

12 meet and confer with the unions prior to enacting charter amendments related to the penalty for 

13 strikes did not conflict with city council's constitutional authority.]). The California Supreme Court 

l4 has held that "witholrt an unambiguous indication that a provision's purpose was to constrain the 

15 initiative power, we will not construe it to impose such limitations." (California Cannabis Coalition 

16 v. City of Upland (2017) 3 Cal.Sth 924, 945-946.) Further, the MMBA itself confirms that nothing 

17 in the statute "shall be deemed to supersede the provisions of existing state law and the charters, 

18 ordinances, and rules of local public agencies." (Gov. Code § 3500.) Measure F is not incompatible 

19 with the MMBA, and there is no evidence that the Legislature in enacting the MMBA intended to 

20 limit the people's initiative authority as exercised in Measure F. Thus, it is presumed that the 

21 MMBA does not preempt the people's exercise of their initiative power through Measure F. 

22 5. Measure F Does Not Improperly Delegate Legislative Authority. 

23 The County's argument that Measure F improperly delegates the Board's authority to the 

24 governing bodies in Nevada, El Dorado, and Sacramento counties is specious. 

25 The County's reliance on Sonoma County Organization of Public Employees v. County of 

26 Sonoma (2009) 173 Ca1.App.4th 332 ("Sonoma") and County of Riverside v. Superior Court (2003) 

27 30 Ca1.4th 278 ("Riverside") is misplaced. Sonoma and Riverside did not address whether a county 

28 can enact a local wage ordinance. Rather, they held that the State cannot usurp the county's 
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authority. Because the determination of wages is a matter of local concern, the State cannot dictate 

employee compensation for cities and counties by imposing interest arbitration. The Supreme Court 

in Riverside pointed out the paramount distinction between the authority of the State and County 

voters. (County of Riverside, supra, 30 Ca1.4th at 295.) The Court "emphasize[d] that the issue is 

not whether a county may voluntarily submit compensation issues to arbitration, i.e., whether the 

county may delegate its own authority, but whether the Legislature may compel a county to submit 

to arbitration involuntarily." (Riverside, supra, 30 Ca1.4th at p. 284.) Thus, Riverside and Sonoma 

are not relevant. 

Further, in Kugler, the Supreme Court held the proposed initiative did not impermissibly' 

delegate legislative power to the City and County of Los Angeles to set employee compensation. 

The Court reasoned that "the proposed ordinance contains built-in and automatic protections that 

serve as safeguards against exploitive consequences from the operation of the proposed ordinance. 

Los Angeles is no more anxious to pay its firemen exorbitant compensation than is Alhambra. The 

Legislature could reasonably assume that competition coupled with bargaining power would 

provide a safeguard against excessive prices." (Id. p. 382 [internal citations omitted]). As discussed 

above, Measure F is analogous to the wage ordinance at issue in Kuglef~ and contains the same 

safeguards by tying Placer County deputies' salaries to the salaries of deputies in neighboring 

counties.4 Thus, the County's meritless argument that Measure F is an impermissible delegation. of 

legislative authority is directly contrary to California Supreme Court precedent and should be 

20 ~) disregarded. 

21 
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25 I 

26 

27 

28 

In conclusion, Petitioners have sufficiently plead that the County violated the California 

Constitution and Elections Code. Thus, the Court should deny the County's demurrer to the First 

Cause of Action. 

B. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Petitioner's Second Cause of Action asserts that the County violated the Constitution and 

Section 3.12.040 by imposing on the DSA a salary that deviated from the formula. Petitioner's 

4 Measure F provides the County even greater safeguards given Placer County's much sh•onger financial position and 
higher cost of living relative to Sacramento, Nevada and El Dorado Counties. 
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claim is not fatally uncertain. Even if a "complaint is in some respects uncertain" courts should 

overrule a demurrer if "[the] allegations, liberally construed, are sufficient to apprise the defendant 

of the issues that he or she is to meet. (Butler v. Sequeira (1950) 100 Ca1.App.2d 143, 145; citing 

Khoury v. Malys of Cal. (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 612, 616.) 

As set forth above, the voters reserved right to enact local legislation is constitutionally 

protected. Separate and independent from the requirements of Section 9125, the Constitution 

requires the courts to fashion protections against efforts to nullify the will of the voters. This case 

presents the Court with such an opportunity to safeguard initiative powers by preventing the Board 

from nullifying the 1976, 2002, and 2006 determinations of the voters. Here, Petitioners have 

alleged that the Constitution create a clear, present and ministerial duty to adhere to Measure F by 

setting salaries in conformance with the formula. This is sufficient to place the County on notice, 

and thus their demurrer should be denied on these grounds. Alternatively, Petitioner requests leave 

to amend additioi7al allegation regarding these Constitutional safeguards, as well as the new 

violation of Section 3.12.040 that occurred when the County failed to adjust salaries in January of 

2022. 

C. THE COURT SHOULD GRANT LEAVE TO AMEND. 

Alternatively, if the Court believes that Petitioners failed to adequately allege these facts 

and demonstrate a claim to relief against the County, Petitioners respectfully request leave to amend 

the Petition. 

Pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure section 472a(c) "if a demurrer is sustained, 

the court may grant leave to amend the pleading upon any terms as may be just and shall fix the 

time within which the amendment or amended pleading shall be filed." Requests to amend a 

pleading that has been challenged by demurrer are routinely granted, and amendments should be 

liberally permitted. (Von Batsch v. American Dist. Telegraph Co. (1985) 175 Ca1.App.3d 1111, 

1119.) Unless an original complaint shows on its face that it is incapable of amendment, denial of 

leave to amend constitutes an abuse of discretion. (King v. Mortimer (1948) 83 Cal. App.2d 153, 

158.) Therefore, if the Court determines that any of Petitioners claims are uncertain or fail to sate 

a claim, the Court should grant Petitioners leave to amend to correct the deficiencies. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, the Court should deny the County's demurrer in its entirety, 

or in the alternative, grant Petitioners leave to amend. 

Respectfully Submitted: 

DATED: rebruary 17, 2022 MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT, APC 

DAVID E. MASTAGNI, ESQ. 
TAYLOR DAME-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Petitioners 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

SHORT TITLE OF CASE: Placer County DSA, et al. vs. County of Placer 

1 am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of Sacramento. I am over 
the age of 18 years and am not a party to the within action. My business address is 1912 I Street, 
Sacramento, California 95811. My e-mail is,id, el~ad~masta., ni.com. 

On February 17, 2022, I served the below-described documents) by the following means 
of service: 

X BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY [C.C.P. §§1013(c) & (d)]: 
I enclosed the below-described documents in a sealed envelope/package provided by an 
overnight delivery carrier and addressed to the persons as set forth below. I placed the 
envelope/package for collection and overnight delivery at the overnight delivery carrier's office 
or regularly utilized drop box; and 

X BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE [C.C.P. §101.0.6(a)]: 
Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept electronic service, I caused a 
.pdf version of the below-described documents to be sent to the persons at the electronic mail 
addresses set forth below. 

NAME/DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENTS) SERVED: 

• PETITIONERS' OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT'S DEMURRER 

ADDRESSES OF SERVICE: 

Michael Youril 
m  youril~lcwle~al.com 
Lars Reed 
]reed a~,lcwle  ga1.co1n 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
5250 North Palm Ave, Ste 310 
Fresno, CA 93704 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 
foregoing is true and correct and was executed on February 17, 2022, at Sacramento, California. 

Jessica Delgado 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am a citizen of the United States and resident of the State of California.  I 

am employed in Sacramento, State of California, in the office of a member of the 

bar of this Court, at whose direction the service was made.  I am over the age of 

eighteen years and not a party to the within action.  

On June 13, 2022, I served the foregoing document(s) described as 

APPENDIX TO PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND/OR 

PROHIBITION OR OTHER APPROPRIATE RELIEF [VOLUME 2 OF 4, 

PP. PA 178 - PA 475] in the manner checked below on all interested parties in this 

action addressed as follows: 

Mr. David Mastagni 
Mastagni Holstedt, A.P.C. 
1912 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
telephone: 9164464692 

email: davidm@mastagni.com 

 (BY U.S. MAIL)  I am “readily familiar” with the firm’s practice of 
collection and processing correspondence for mailing.  Under that practice 
it would be deposited with the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with 
postage thereon fully prepaid at Sacramento, California, in the ordinary 
course of business.  I am aware that on motion of the party served, service 
is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date is 
more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit. 

 (BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE) By electronically mailing a true and 
correct copy through Liebert Cassidy Whitmore’s electronic mail system 
from lsossaman@lcwlegal.com to the email address(es) set forth above.  I 
did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, any 
electronic message or other indication that the transmission was 
unsuccessful.   

Executed on June 13, 2022, at Sacramento, California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 

America that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Lauren Sossaman 

PA 475
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